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FOREWORD 
T HE house is the center of family life, the meeting place of 
friends, and many productive activities are carried on here. 
The beauty, comfort, convenience, privacy and spaciousness of 
a house and its facilities contribute much to the joy of living 
and the development of people who inhabit it. The recent in-
creas,ed interest accorded housing is the result of a growing 
recognition that in order to raise the American standard of 
living, something must be done to improve housing. 
To promote better housing it is necessary first of all to know 
the facts. This bulletin attempts to present certain important 
facts concerning Iowa farm housing. In doing so the bulletin 
should be of interest to farm families and to all teachers, social 
leaders and others who are concerned with farm problems and 
who strive to be realistic in dealing with present-day problems. 
It should also be of interest to manufacturers and distributors 
of building and home equipment, since it reveals a large poten-
tial market for the products of many industries. 
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I. SUMMARY 
IOWA FARM HOUSES-WHAT THEY ARE LIKE AND 
WHAT PEOPLE WOULD LIKE TO HAVE 
Information has been obtained concerning 8,298 owner and 
10,491 non-owner houses in 154 townships in 10 representative 
Iowa counties. These counties are Benton, Davis, Fayette, Mad-
ison, Mitchell, Scott, Shelby, Sioux, Story and Webster. The 
data obtained picture the housing of approximately 221,000 
rural farm families including about one million' people. 
THE IOWA FARM HOUSE 
Painted frame houses of about seven rooms and more 1 han 
one story predominate. Only 2 percent are of brick, stone or 
concrete, and about 10 percent have one story. Nearly three 
in every four were built 25 or more years ago. The average 
value of the houses surveyed, as reported in the 1930 census, 
is $2,375. 
The houses now are much in need of repair. Frequently re-
placement of the · house is needed, and improvements of many 
kinds are desired. Paint is the item considered to be most 
neglected. Houses over 50 years of age are, on the whole, in 
poor condition. The enumerators consider that one in every 
eight houses needs to be replaced. 
The families in these 18,789 farm homes range in size from 
1 to 16 persons; the 4-member family is found most frequently. 
Many of the large families appear to be living in very crowded 
quarters. There is only a very slight tendency for the larger 
families to live in the larger houses. 
About one in every five houses has a bathroom. About one 
in every 10 has no storage space for fruits and vegetables. 
Only two families in every three have a cistern. Water is 
carried by over 75 percent of the families an average distance 
of 94 feet. Approximately one in four families has piped cold 
water and one in eight has piped hot water in the house. Only 
slightly more than half of the houses have a kitchen sink with a 
drain. About one-quarter of the families report improved toilet 
facilities. Less than one family in five hac; a bathtub. Slightly 
more than one family in every three has disposal of sewage by 
drain into a cesspool, a septic tank or stream. 
Almost three out of every four families report kerosene or 
gasoline lamps. Approximately one in every four has either 
an electric home plant or electricity from a power line. Stoves 
are used for heating the house by 62 percent of the families. 
Few families have ice or mechanical refrigeration. Approxi-
mately 95 percent have coal or wood cook stoves. Nearly 50 
percent have kerosene or gasoline stoves. About one in every 
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seven families does laundry work out-of-doors; 64 percent, how-
ever, have power washing machines. 
The majority of homes have some kind of lawn established. 
More than three in every four report some plantings; less than 
two in every three have a fence about the house. Many of the 
latter are in need of repair or replacement. 
During the past 3 years the majority of families have spent 
less than $100 on repairs or improvements. 
OWNER HOUSES IN CONTRAST WITH NON-OWNER 
Owners have slightly smaller families and larger houses than 
non-owners, and they more frequently than non-owners live in 
houses under 10 years of age and in those built of brick, stone 
or concrete. In Iowa in 1930 the average value of white owner 
dwellings was $2,624, of white non-owner $1,930. 
The condition of insulation, foundations, interior walls and 
ceilings, floors, doors and windows, and screens, are much better 
for owners than for non-owners. With respect to the roof, ex-
terior paint and chimneys, the condition for the non-owner 
houses is only slightly poorer than of the owner. Enumerators 
consider that 1 in every 12 owner houses and about 1 in every 
7 non-owner houses need to be replaced. 
Owner homes have a slightly higher average number of rooms, 
and they much more frequently than non-owner have a bath-
room, a wash room for help and a basement. 
About 10 percent of the owners and more than 12 percent of 
the non-owners have less than one room per person; 13 percent 
of the owners and 18 percent of the non-owners have less than 
three-fifths of a bedroom per person. 
Hand water-pump in the dwelling is almost as common for 
non-owners as for owners; but a very much smaller proportion 
of non-owners than owners has piped cold or piped hot water, 
or a kitchen sink with drain. Slightly more than one in three 
owners and almost one in every five non-owners have a septic 
tank or cesspool. The proportion of owners having electric 
power is twice as great as of non-owners. The same is true 
of central heating. Owner homes rate about 50 percent above 
non-own~r in labor-saving conveniences, such as piped water, 
sink and electric power, which are a structural part of the house. 
Owners have ice refrigeration and power washing machines 
only slightly more frequently than non-owners. 
Surface drainage, lawns, plantings, walks, drives and fences 
are much less common and are in poorer condition for non-
owners than. owners. 
DIFFERENCES AMONG COUNTIES 
Marked differences occur in housing standards in the counties 
surveyed. A general picture of these differences can be obtained 
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by noting extremes for certain items. The average value of 
houses in 1930 in Scott County was $3,266 and in Davis County 
it was $1,676. Non-owner houses of white farm families aver-
aged $2,833 in Scott and $1,390 in Davis. Of the 10 counties 
Davis has the highest proportion of one-story houses, 40 percent. 
Sioux County has the lowest proportion of houses 50 years 
old and over, and Scott has the highest. The proportions are 
18 and 42 percent, respectively. Story rates highest for houses 
under 10 years with 7 percent, and Mitchell lowest with 4 per-
cent. Benton County has the highest average number of rooms, 
7.4 ; Davis is lowest with 6.1 rooms. Davis and Sioux have the 
highest proportion of families with less than three-fifths of a 
bedroom per person. Sioux County has larger families than 
any other county surveyed. 
More than one in every four families in Shelby County and 
less than one in every six in Davis County report bathrooms. 
Two in every five have piped cold water in Scott and less than 
1 in 10 in Davis. 
In Davis, 9 out of 10 report kerosene or gasoline lamps, while 
only one in two families report these in Scott. 
Story County rates three times higher than Davis in labor-
saving facilities which are a structural part of the house, such 
as piped water, power line and sewage disposal. 
In Sioux County more than four out of every five families 
report a power washing machine. In Davis County less than one 
in every three families has this convenience. 
The difference between owners and non-owners appears to 
be least in Davis and Scott counties. The housing status in the 
two counties, however, is very different. In Davis County the 
housing of both owner and non-owner is rather poor. In Scott 
County it is very good. In fact, in Scott County the housing of 
non-owners appears to be better than in any other county sur-
veyed. 
NEW HOUSES DIFFER FROM OLD 
The houses in seven townships in Scott County have been 
classified according to age. Out of 57 houses built in the past 
10 years none is of stucco. A marked increase has occurred in 
the proportion of brick houses and also in the proportion of one-
story houses. 
The older the house the poorer is the condition of all parts. 
In the older houses the foundations are especially poor. 
The newer the house the fewer are the rooms. A marked 
increase has occurred in the proportion of houses having bath-
rooms. 
Hand pumps in the dwelling have been less frequently in-
stalled in the past 10 years. There has been a marked increase, 
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however, in the proportion having piped cold and piped hot 
water. Septic tanks are becoming increasingly numerous. 
In contrast with houses 10 to 24 years of age, relatively few 
of the houses built in the past 10 years have home electric plants. 
The proportion having a power line has, however, increased. 
No pipeless furnaces have been installed in the 57 houses built 
in the past 10 years. Piped warm air, water or steam are becom-
ing increasingly popular. 
Laundry to an increasing extent is being done in the basement. 
HOUSES VARY WITH THE SIZE OF THE FARM 
Farms in Webster County were classified according to acres 
tillable. The owner houses on the large farms have more rooms, 
are better equipped, but are reported to be in poorer condition 
than those on the farms of medium size. Non-owner houses on 
the large and medium-sized farms are in much the same con-
dition. On the small farms, the houses of both owners and non-
owners and those of hired men are much below the standard of 
the medium and large farms. 
GROUP CUSTOMS INFLUENCE STATUS OF HOUSING 
In Sioux County the houses of Dutch families were compared 
with those of the non-Dutch. The Dutch owner families in con-
trast with non-Dutch owners have a higher proportion of houses 
(1) under 25 years of age, (2) reported to be in good condition, 
(3) having kitchen sink, electricity, power washing machine. 
On the other hand, the status of housing of Dutch families might 
be rated lower than non-Dutch in that (1) a higher proportion 
have less than three-fifths of a bedroom per person; (2) a lower 
proportion reported dining room, bathroom, basement, piped 
hot and cold water, and septic tank. 
Among non-owners the status of housing appears to be some-
what better for non-Dutch than for Dutch families. 
STATUS OF NON·OWNER HOUSES AFFECTED BY STATUS OF 
LANDLORD 
Non-owner houses in three counties were classified according 
to the status of the landlord. The non-owners having the same 
surname as the landlord live in much better houses than other 
non-owners. In Scott County their houses were, as a group, in 
some respects even better than owner houses. For example, 44 
percent of the owners have piped cold water, while 55 percent 
of the non-owners having the same surname as the landlord 
nave this convenience. 
FACTORS INFLUENCING HOUSING 
Income and proportion of tenancy are two of the principal 
factors influencing housing and housing facilities. The multiple 
correlation of proportion of tenancy and average value of farm 
land and buildings other than dwelling with average value of 
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dwelling in the 99· Iowa counties is .7149. According to the re-
gression, a county with 50 percent tenancy and average farm 
land and buildings other than dwelling valued at $20,000 would 
have dwellings averaging about $2,420. Another county with 
the same proportion of tenancy and farm land and buildings 
valued at $25,000 is likely to have dwellings averaging about 
$2,852. In a township with farm land and buildings valued at 
$25,000 and 60 percent tenancy, the average value of dwellings 
is likely to be approximately $2,511. 
In 130 selected townships with a high correlation of value of 
land and dwelling, the percentage that the dwelling is of the 
value of the farm land and buildings is 21 percent when farm 
land and all buildings are valued at $7,000, and 10 percent when 
they are valued at $25,000. 
Of the counties surveyed the influence of tenancy on the value 
of dwelling appears to be most marked in Sioux. The town-
ships lying near cities report a higher average value of dwelling 
than those farther away. 
As value of dwelling increases there is a marked increase in 
the proportion of houses having bathrooms, piped hot water, 
electricity, power washing machines. Except for the power 
washing machines the increase in proportion having the above 
facilities with increase in average value of farm land and build-
ings is much greater for owners than non-owners. 
DESIRE FOR IMPROVEMENTS 
The questions asked the families were largely of two kinds: 
(1) What do you have~ (2) What do you want? Families, on 
the whole, appeared to be very inarticulate concerning their 
desires. It would appear that many people said that they did 
not want certain facilities, not because they would not like to 
have them, but because they saw very little hope of having 
them. 
The proportion reporting need of repair or replacement was 
highest for exterior paint; next, were screens; then interior 
walls and ceiling; then fences. A relatively high proportion 
reported the need of a bathtub and lavatory. 
When asked how they would spend $500 available for house 
improvements, one-fifth of the families reported that they would 
install water systems, and about one in six that they would im-
prove interior walls, ceilings and floors ; about the same per-
centage reported that they would install bathroom equipment. 
Exterior walls came next in order in the $500 housing budget. 
Few families are willing to borrow money for improvements 
that they would like to have. Dnly 14 percent of those report-
ing stated that an interest rate of more than 4 percent was con-
sidered satisfactory. 
/ 
Status of Farm Housing in lawaI 
By MARGARET G. REID2 
PURPOSE OF STUDY 
The purpose of this study is twofold: (1) To present the 
major facts concerning Iowa farm housing and housing facili-
ties; and to reveal the effect of certain important factors on the 
status of farm housing in Iowa. (2) To discover satisfactory 
methods of analyzing farm housing data. Facts from two main 
sources are available: (1) A farm housing survey conducted 
in January and February, 1934, and (2) the United States 
census. 
SOME GENERAL FACTORS AFFECTING FARM HOUSING 
Housing has four outstanding characteristics which distin-
guish it from other commodities. First, it is a durable com-
modity used by two, three or more generations. Second, it 
has a relatively high initial cost. Third, it is attached to the 
land and cannot, without great expense, be moved from place 
to place. Fourth, it is one of the relatively few consumption 
goods which bear a yearly tax based on an assessed value. 
Farm houses, furthermore, are different from urban houses in 
being isolated. An understanding of farm housing calls for an 
appreciation of how these characteristics influence housing as 
a .;whole and make the problems of farm housing different from 
urban housing. Some of the important consequences for Iowa 
farm housing are listed below. 
(1) House ownership must, in most cases, be accompanied 
by farm ownership. 
(2) Since the house is a durable commodity, the standard of 
housing may be higher or lower than present income would 
justify. High income in the past may have led people to build 
houses far beyond what would be possible with present means. 
On the other hand, if the income has only recently improved, 
people may not yet have built the kind of house that such an 
income would justify, chiefly because housing represents a long-
time investment and calls for the accumulation of funds. 
(3) A farm family may have an unduly high or elaborate 
standard of housing because the house was built in a period 
1 Project No. 373 of the Iowa A gricultural Experiment Station. 
2 The writer wishes to express her appreciation to the many people and agencies that 
have contributed to this study. The Bureau of Home Economics, under the direction 
of Dr. Louise Stanley. sponsored and directed the survey which has contributed so 
much to our knowledge of farm housing. The Federal Civil Works Administration 
provided the funds for the collection and tabulation of the data. The Experiment 
Station and Extension Service at Iowa State College financed the preparation of this 
bulletin. The completeness and accuracy of the data are due in large part to the care--
ful work of supervisors, field workers and clerks who assisted in the collection. tabu-
lation and analysis of the data. The writer is also indebted to m any of her colleagues 
at Iowa State College for their thoughtful, constructive criticism. 
294 
when such expenditure was an important means of emulation. 
New realms of expenditure may have later developed. People 
on similar income may not be willing to make the same expendi-
ture again. The reverse might also be true. A similar effect 
may arise from change in the relative prices of building ma-
terials and other consumer goods. 
(4) A relatively large expenditure of money and time on the 
house, grounds and housing facilities will only occur if the 
family feels that a permanent home is being established. This 
fact is important for owners as well as non-owners. The ex-
pectation of retiring to a nearby village or town or to California 
after a number of years of farming is not conducive to a high 
standard of farm housing. 
(5) Taxation increases the cost of housing. A rising prop-
erty tax rate may direct family expenditures to other goods. 
The reverse may also be true. 
(6) The high initial cost of housing makes important a sys-
tem of financing its purchase. Since the house is definitely 
attached to the farm business and seldom has rental or sale 
value apart from the farm, a system of financing farm home 
improvement must be somewhat different from that of village, 
town or city. 
(7) Depreciation of the house occurs with age and neglect to 
repair various parts. As depreciation owing to age becomes 
greater, neglect is likely to increase, because repairs on an old 
house seem less and less worth while. 
(8) Neglect of the house as income falls off is likely to occur, 
since expenditures for many types of repairs are likely to be 
considered less necessary than the purchase of many other 
goods. Neglect due to falling off of income since 1929 is likely 
to show itself in such things as paint and screens, interior walls 
and ceiling .... Long standing neglect shows itself in poor founda-
tion and roof. As foreclosure and loss of property become im-
minent neglect is likely to occur. 
(9) During any period of uncertainty there is an extreme 
reluctance to invest money in a new house or on repairs even 
though funds be available. 
(10) Housing is a good for which there is little adjustment 
to changes in family needs. As a family increases in size a 
larger house is seldom provided. Providing a larger house for 
a growing family is most likely to occur under pioneer con-
ditions where the house first built is a t emporary structure. As 
a result large families are found living in small houses and small 
families in houses that they consider are much too large for 
their needs. The latter situation occurs with greatest fre-
quency where the houses were built one or two generations 
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ago, when families were on the whole larger than at the present 
time. 
(11) Because the house is durable, improvements such as 
running water, central heating and sewage disposal increase 
slowly. Their cost is higher and the installation often less sat-
isfactory if they are installed in a house already built. 
(12) Certain improvements are much more expensive for the 
farm than for the city household, for example, running water 
and electricity. It is more expensive for each farm family to 
provide its own supply of piped running water than for a city 
family to pay its share in the expense of providing water for 
the urban community. The rate per kilowatt of electricity pro-
vided by an individual electric plant is higher than the city 
rate. So also is the kilowatt rate for the farm family using elec-
tricity from a power line. 
(13) Installation of many facilities in farm homes is often 
more costly than in city homes and at times less expertly done. 
In some cases labor necessary for good plumbing installation, 
for example, is not available in the community. 
(14) New housing equipment on the market is, on the whole, 
designed primarily for urban homes. In some cases equipment 
especially adapted for farm use is not available because of a 
failure to recognize essential differences which exist . For 
example, sewage disposal by means of septic tanks and cess-
pools is very different from the urban method. The designers 
of sink traps for rural homes have not always taken this fact 
into consideration. 
(15) It must be r~cognized that in some ways sanitation on 
isolated farms presents a very different problem from sanita-
tion in the city. This is true in regard to sewage disposal, for 
example. Practices which might be considered extremely 
unwholesome in the city are of much less consequence on the 
farm. 
(16) Non-owner or t enant housing on the farm is, in many 
ways. very different from that of the city. The major influence 
determining whether or not a family will occupy a certain house 
is not the status of the house itself but the farm and the possi-
bilities afforded by the agreement with the landlord. The status 
of non-owner houses is affected by the fact that they were, in 
many cases, built by the landlord for his own use. The con-
dition of the house is likely to be affected by the length of time 
the house has been occupied by tenants. 
(17) The condition of the house repairs and the housing 
facilitips available are likely to be poorer and more meager fo/' 
the non-owner than for the owner houses. To the landlord a 
rented farm is a ~ommercial enterprise. He is interested 
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chiefly in income and in maintaining the value of his property. 
Tenants are not willing to make expenditures for immovable 
improvements. In some cases they are even unwilling to do 
little jobs calling for no expenditure. It may be, however, that 
non-owner farm homes are at times kept up better than owner 
homes. This is most likely to be true of those things which, 
if neglected, lead to obvious depreciation in the value of the 
property. Some landlords have a source of income apart from 
the farm. This may be used during certain periods to check 
depreciation of their farm property. At the same time, owners 
operating their own farms may, from lack of income, neglect 
their houses. This may result in homes owned by non-farm 
landlords being painted where owner farm homes are not. It 
will not, however, lead to the installation of such improvements 
as running water in the non-owner homes. 
COLLECTION OF DATA IN THE HOUSING SURVEY 
In December, 1933, a nationwide farm housing survey was 
launched. It was directed by the Bureau of Home Economics 
in cooperation with the Bureau of Agricultural Engineering, 
the Extension Service and the Office of the Secretary. Iowa 
was one of the 46 states in which a farm housing survey was 
made. Approximately one-tenth of the counties in each state 
was included. 3 
The major purpose of the survey was to obtain information 
about the status of farm homes and the need and desire for im-
proved housing and housing facilities. In obtaining this infor-
mation field workers visited each house with a prepared sched-
ule. Included were questions about ownership, building ma-
terials in the house, number of rooms. number of occupants, 
condition of the various part':l of the house, need for repair, 
replacement or new installation. kinds of rooms in the house, 
additional space needed; facilities for water supply, sewage 
disposal, light, heat, refrigeration, laundry and cooking. Ques-
tions were also asked concerning the landscaping of the house, 
the relative importance of repairs and improvements, expen-
ditures actually made in recent years and plans for the future. 
(For further detail concerning questions asked see schedule 
appended.) The field workers did not act as inspectors. They 
recorded the opinion of the occupants of the house. The enum-
erator's judgment of the occupant's opinion was expressed by 
an ABeD rating scale. For one item only, whether replace-
3 In each state a chairman and assistant ('ha ~rman were appointed to direct the 
w ork . All others a.ssisting were hired by the CWA. In each Iowa county surveyed were 
(1) Bupervisor, in most cases a home economics Q'raduate; (2) an assistant supervisor, 
who was an engineer, architect "r contractor; (3) 11 fieJd workers and 3 clerks. The 
data were collected and tabula ted by these workers. 
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ment of the house was needed, the judgment of the enumerator 
was recorded. 
This general survey was supplemented in each county by in-
formation obtained by the assistant supervisor, who was an en-
gineer, architect or contractor. By a sampling process approxi-
mately 125 homes in each county were selected. These were 
visited, floor plans were drawn and estimates made of the 
amount of repair, replacement and new installation needed. 
The engineer based his estimates of need upon his own judg-
ment. He also obtained information concerning local cost of 
providing the improvements needed or desired. 
Other work closely connected with the housing survey was 
also carried on. In Iowa, an agricultural engineer worked for 
several weeks on house plans for Iowa farm homes; and another 
engineer worked on specifications for farm water systems and 
heating plants. In addition, a power line survey was under-
taken in March, 1934, for the purpose of mapping the power 
lines and the farm home locations. 
In this bulletin attention will be largely confined to an analy-
sis and interpretation of the data obtained in the general survey. 
AREAS SURVEYED 
The survey was carried on in 10 counties. Included, were 154 
townships with 8,298 owner and 10,491 non-owner houses. In 
selecting the counties to be surveyed, the following factors 
were taken into consideration: type of farming, average value 
_ Surveyed Areas 
Fig. 1. Map of Iowa showing types of farming areas and the counties and areas in 
the counties included in hous ing survey. 
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of the dwelling as reported in the census, possible urban influ-
ence, proportion of tenant farms. Counties were included from 
each of six farming areas of the state. Story and Webster were 
selected as representative of the cash grain area; Mitchell and 
Fayette of the northeastern dairy area; Sioux and Shelby of the 
western livestock area; Madison of the south-central livestock 
area; Benton and Scott of the east-central livestock area; and 
Davis of the southern pasture area. In fig . 1 is shown the loca-
tion of the farming areas in the state and the counties and town-
ships which were surveyed. The number of townships and 
the number of families in the counties and the number of each 
included in the survey are given in table 1. 
TABLE 1. THE NUMBER OF TOWNSHIPS AND FAMILIES IN EACH COUNTY 
AND THE NUMBER INCLUDED IN HOUSING SURVEY. 
Townships 
County 
In cQunty* 
Included in 
survey 
BentoIL...................... 23 
Davis.................... 16 
Fayette........................ 22 
Madison..................... 17 
MitchelL........... 16 
ScotL.................. 17 
Shelby.. ...................... 17 
Sioux. .. __ ..................... 23 
Story............................ 16 
Webster.. .................... 24 
20 
12 
13 
15 
16 
14 
15 
17 
14 
18 
.Source: United States Census of Agriculture, 1930. 
Rural-farm 
1930* 
2.680 
1,989 
3,005 
2 . 256 
1,798 
2,178 
2,241 
2,988 
2,416 
2.690 
Families 
Included in 
8 urvey t 1934 
2.316 
1.469 
1 , 948 
1.934 
1.674 
1,676 
1,951 
2,026 
1 . 914 
1,881 
In conducting the survey the intention was to include all 
farm dwellings in certain areas. The census definition of farm 
was used in determining dwellings to include, a farm home being 
one on a farm of three or more acres where the occupant se-
cures the major portion of his living from farming. Houses 
on farms occupied by tenants and hired help were included. 
There was, however, a tendency for the enumerators to visit 
all houses lying outside town and village precincts. As a result, 
several schedules were obtained from retired farmers with no 
acres under their management. The information concerning 
these has been included. Several houses in the townships sur-
veyed were not included because of (a) poor roads, (b) no one 
at home, (c) sickness of occupants, (d) unwillingness of occu-
pants to cooperate. In the 10 counties 591 families refused to 
give the information desired. These cases were equal to 3 per-
cent of the total number of schedules obtained. 
'rhe counties surveyed included a wide range in the average 
value of land and buildings per farm, as shown in table 2. In 
1930, for owner farms in Davis County, the average value was 
$9,582, and in Benton it was $25,583. The average value of 
299 
TABLE 2. AVERAGE V ALUE OF LAND AND BUILDINGS PER FARM FOR OWNERS 
AND TENANTS IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES SURVEYED, 1930.* 
County Average value per farm 
Benton .. ........ ___ ...... __ ......... ___ . __ ............ _. __ ._. ______ _ 
Davis. ____ __ ............. __ . __ ........... _____ ._____ .. ______ . ___ ____ _ 
Fayette ............................................................. . 
Madison .... ___ ____ . ___ . ___ . ___________ ____ ..... ___ ..... __ ._._ .. "._. 
Mitchell ........................................................... . 
Scott ................................................................. . 
Shelhy ............................................................... . Sioux- ___ .. ___________________________________ .. ____ ........ __ ........ . 
Story ................................................................. . 
Wehster .... ....................................................... . 
Average for 10 counties*. ______ _ 
State .......................................... . 
Owners** (dollars) 
25,583 
9,582 
13 , 598 
17 , 519 
17 , 252 
19,821 
26,224 
25, 383 
23,114 
24 , 852 
19 , 923 
19 , 091 
*Source: United States Census of Agriculture, 1930. 
**Includes only full and part owners. 
Tenants (dollars) 
25,110 
8,682 
14 , 130 
16 , 089 
16,239 
21 , 399 
24 , 658 
25 , 653 
23,197 
26 , 021 
21 , 281 
20 , 150 
land and buildings per farm was, on the whole, higher for the 
tenant than the owner farms. This was not true, however, for 
all the counties studied. 
The average value of dwellings per farm for the counties sur-
veyed is shown in table 3. Scott County stands at the head 
of the list with an average value of $3,266 and Davis at the 
bottom with dwellings averaging $1,676. The value of dwellings 
for white owners and non-owners for the state and nine of the 
counties is shown in table 3a. Figure 2 pictures the average 
value of farm dwellings in 1930 in all Iowa counties. 
Fig. 2. Average value of dwellings , per farm. by counties in Iowa. 1930. Source: 
Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930. 
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TABLE 3. THE AVERAGE VALUE OF FARM DWELLINGS I N 1930 IN THE 10 
COUNTIES INCLUDED IN FARM HOUSI NG SURVEY.* 
County 
BentoIL .................................................................................. . 
Davis... __________________ ... _________________________________________ .. ____________________ _ 
Fayette ................................................................................... . Madison ______________________ .. _____ . ________________________________________________ ._. 
MitchelL ............................................................................... .. 
Scott... ...................................................................................... . 
Shelby ..................................................................................... . Sioux ____________________ . __ ___________________________ __ __ __ ________________________ .__ __ ._. 
Story .......................................................................... c ........... .. 
Webster.. ................................................................................. . 
All counties in state ____________ ___ __ ___ ________ ____________________ . ____________ _ 
*Source: United States Census of Agriculture, 1930. 
65 
Average value farmers' dwellings 
per farm (d ollars) 
2,591 
1 ,676 
2, 197 
1,893 
2 ,425 
3 ,266 
2,650 
2.303 
2,301 
2,425 
2,293 
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Fig. 3. Proportion of farms operated by tenants in 10 Iowa counties, 1900 to 1930. 
Source: United States Census of Agriculture, 1930. 
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TABLE 3a. AVERAGE VALUE OF DWELLINGS ON WHITE OWNER AND NON-
OWNER OPERATED FARMS IN IOWA AND 9 SEPARATE IOWA COUNTIES, 1930.* 
State and counties 
All coun ties in state. __ ......... .. .......... . 
Benton ............................................... . 
Davis _______________ ____ ______________ __ ____ ______ __ _ _ 
Fayette ............................................. . 
Madison ___ . .. _____ __ ___ ... ____ __ .__ ... .... .. __ ____ . 
Scott ................................................... . 
Shelby ............................................... . 
Sioux __ ___ . ___ ____ _________ ._ . ___ ________ ____ _____ ____ _ 
Story .... ............................................. . 
Webster ............................................. . 
All white 
2294 
2591 
1676 
2183 
1893 
3266 
2649 
2303 
2310 
2423 
White owners 
2624 
3017 
1827 
2417 
2156 
3611 
3246 
2838 
2849 
2887 
White non-owners 
Hl30 
2190 
1399 
1870 
1510 
2833 
2052 
1946 
1835 
2039 
*Source: Umted States Bureau of Census, unpublished data. (All figures in table are m 
dollars.) 
Tenancy is one of the most important single factors affecting 
housing. Consequently, the present proportion of owner and 
tenant homes and recent changes in the percentage of tenancy 
are important. Marked differences occur in the proportion of 
tenant and owner farms for the 10 counties studied. These are 
shown in table 4 and figure 3. In 1930 in 4 of the 10 counties, 
namely, Benton, Sioux, Story and Webster, more than 50 per-
cent of the farms were operated by tenants. The counties vary 
greatly in the increase in proportion of tenancy since 1900. 
Tenancy has increased most rapidly in Mitchell and Fayette 
counties. In Scott County the proportion of tenancy from 1900 
to 1930 has remained practically the same. 
'l'able 5 shows the percentage of tenant-operated farms in 
1930 and of tenant-operated farms included in the survey. Ex-
cept in the case of Scott and Sioux counties there appears to 
have been a considerable increase in tenancy since 1930.4 
TABLE 4. THE PROPORTION OF FARMS OPERATED BY TENANTS IN IOWA 
AND IN THE 10 COUNTIES IN WHICH HOUSING SURVEY WAS 
CONDUCTED, 1900 TO 1930*. 
County 1930 1920 
Benton .... ...... __ ______________ 50.9 46.3 
Davis ...... __ . __ .. _ ... . ___ . ________ 33.9 24.3 
Fayette .......................... 42 .8 36.9 
Madison .. _______ 40.6 35.5 
MitchelL ---_ ... _- ------------- 41.8 35.6 
Scott.. ............................ 44.4 44.7 
Shelby ................ ~ ........ ~ .. 49.9 44.4 
Sioux _____ ____ ________ _____________ 60.3 57.6 
Story .............................. 52.7 49.7 
Webster .......................... 54.4 47.9 
For 10 counties ____________ 1 47.9 42.8 
State .. ................ ~ ... ....... ; 47.3 41.7 
*Source : United States Census of Agnculture, 1930. 
tDecrease. 
Percentage 
increase in 
1910 1900 proportion 
of tenancy 
from 
1900-1930 
43.9 39.7 28.2 
25.4 28.4 19.4 
31.0 27.5 55.6 
35.2 34.0 19.4 
32.2 25.6 63.3 
41.7 44.9 1.1 t 
40.6 39.3 27.0 
52.9 46.5 29.7 
44.8 39.7 32.7 
42.9 36.3 33.3 
39.2 36.2 32.3 
37.8 34.9 35.5 
4 See Iowa Exp. Sta. Bul. 315. "Farm Mortgage Policy," for information concerning 
foreclosures in Iowa. 
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TABLE 5. THE PROPORTION OF FARMS OPERATED BY TENANTS IN THE 10 
COUNTIES IN WHICH FARM SURVEY WAS CONDUCTED: 
(1) AS REPORTED IN 1930 CENSUS, (2) AS INCLUDED 
IN FARM HOUSING SURVEY, 1934. 
County 
Benton ..................................... . 
Davis _______________________________________ . 
Fayette. __ ................................ . 
Madi.oll. .................................. . 
MitchelL ................................. . 
Scott ......................................... . 
Shelby._ ................................ _ .. . 
Sio=_ ...................................... . 
Story._ ...................................... . 
Webster ................................... . 
TotaL ...... _ ...................... . 
Percentage of farms op-
erated by tenant., 1930 
50.9 
33.9 
42.8 
40.6 
41.8 
44.4 
49.9 
60.3 
52.7 
51.4 
47.9 
Percentage of farms op-
erated by tenant. included 
in survey, 1934 
56.7 
. 46.1 
51.6 
52.6 
50.6 
45.2 
51.0 
61.2 
62.1 
59.9 
51.7 
A large part of the decrease in percentage of owner farms 
since 1930 is undoubtedly due to foreclosure. The present trend 
cannot be looked upon as necessarily more than temporary. 
In 115 of the 154 townships, 50 percent or more of the houses 
surveyed are occupied by non-owners. In 28 townships the pro-
portion is 65 percent or more. 
FARM STATUS OF FAMILIES 
The farm status of the families surveyed is shown in table 6. 
Of the 8,298 owners, 65 either reported no acreage or less than 
3 acres; 534 non-owners-5 percent of all non-owners-reported 
no acres under their management. In almost every county 
both the acres in the farm and the acres tillable are lower for 
the owners than for the non-owners. 
TABLE 6. FARM STATUS OF FAMILIES INCLUDED IN HOUSING 
SURVEY, 1934*. 
Owners Non-owners 
County Rep't'g. Rep't'g. 
less thn. Reporting 3 or no Tho.e reporting 
3 acres more acres acreage acreage 
Average Average Average Average 
Num- Num- number number Num- Num- number number 
ber ber of acres of acres ber ber of acres of acres 
in farm tillable in farm tillable 
Bentoll. __ ....... 17 944 151.4 134.9 120 1 ,235 171.5 150.8 
Davi •..... _ .. _ ... 4 767 141.2 96.8 42 656 153 . 1 101.1 
Fayette .......... 3 880 116 . 0 92.9 7 1,058 142.4 113.0 
Madisoll. ___ ... 8 881 142.6 98.8 68 977 148.1 95.7 
MitchelL ....... 6 801 137.7 123.6 46 821 159.4 143 .2 
Scott .............. 8 901 92.5 79.8 24 743 125 .8 106 .5 
Shelby ....... _ ... 5 853 158 .5 152 . 1 90 1,003 170 .7 163.2 Sioux _____________ 2 775 144.7 134.6 25 1,224 162 . 0 148.6 
Story .............. 9 692 122 .7 106.2 78 1,135 150.1 129.9 
Webster._ .. _ ... 3 739 141.8 125.2 40 1,099 168 .5 148.3 
TotaL········1 65 I 8233 134 .8 114 .3 I 510 9,951 156.5 132 .5 
*It ia of interest to note that the average number of acres in the farm in every county is 
lower than the average for the county reported in the 1930 cen.u.. The women in most cases 
provided the information obtained in the housing survey. 
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ARE THE COUNTIES SURVEYED REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
STATE AND OF DIFFERENT FARMING AREAS? 
The Iowa census of agriculture furnishes certain data by 
which to judge the representative character of the counties sur-
veyed. The average value of land and buildings in 1930 for 
the owner farms in the 10 counties surveyed was $19,923; in the 
state it was $19,019. The counties surveyed were 5 percent above 
the state average. For the tenant farms the average value 
of land and buildings was $21,281 for the 10 counties, and 
$20,150 for the state. The average for the surveyed counties 
in this respect was 6 percent higher than for the state as a 
whole. 
In the counties surveyed 47.9 percent of the farms were 
operated by tenants in 1930, and in the state 47.3 percent of 
the farms were so operated. The increase in tenancy from 1900 
to 1930 in the counties in which the survey was carried on was 
slightly less than for the state as a whole. In the state 32 per-
cent of the farm tenants were related to the landlords and 34 
percent were related in the 10 counties surveyed. 
The representative character of the data can be tested in 
other ways. The average value of farm dwellings in the state 
in 1930 was $2,293. The average value of farm dwellings in 
the 10 counties included in the survey was $2,377. The aver-
age value of the farm dwellings actually surveyed is estimated 
to be $2,375.5 
TABLE 7. PROPORTION OF FARMS BY SPECIFIED VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS 
SOLD. TRADED OR USED BY THE OPERATOR'S FAMILY. IN 1929. 
(1) FOR IOWA AS A WHOLE; (2) FOR THE 10 COUNTIES IN 
WHICH HOUSING SURVEY WAS MADE'. 
Number of farms Percentage 
Value of the products 
Under $250 ........................................... . 
250-599 ... _ .............................................. . 
600-999 ... _ .............................................. . 
1,000-1,499. __ ...................................... . 
I, 500-2,499. __ ...................................... . 
2, 500-3,999. __ ...................................... . 
4,000-5,999. __ ...................................... . 
6 .000-9 .999. __ ...................................... . 
10.000 and over ................................... . 
All ....................................................... . 
Iowa 
3,226 
12,231 
15,917 
22,310 
49,465 
54,688 
30,651 
14 .412 
6,074 
208.974 
10 counties 
254 
1.149 
1.645 
2,339 
5,277 
6,427 
3,765 
1,720 
633 
23.209 
'30urce: Fifteenth Census of the United States. Agriculture, 1930. 
Iowa 
1.5 
5.8 
7.6 
10.7 
23.7 
26.2 
14.7 
6.9 
2.9 
100.0 
10 counties 
1.1 
5.0 
7.1 
10.1 
22.7 
27.7 
16.2 
7 .4 
2.7 
100.0 
5 The township census information consisted of (1) total value of all farm dwellings 
which were reported; and (2) total farms in the township. The total number of farms 
reporting value of dwellings was not given. In the 10 counties surveyed. 96.5 percent 
of the 'farms reported value of dwelling. In determining the average value of dwellings 
in the township the total value of reported dwellings was divided by the total farms . 
Each township average thus determined was multiplied by the actual number of 
dwellings surveyed. The total for all townships thus obtained was then divided by 
96.5 in order to make allowance of error due to determining average value per town-
ship from total farms rather than total farms reporting value of dwelling. The aver-
age value of all houses surveyed was determined from this corrected total. 
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Farm income has an important bearing on housing. In table 
7, farms in the 10 counties surveyed and in the state as a whole 
are classfied by value of farm products sold, traded or used 
by the operator's family in 1929. The difference between the 
distribution of farm income for the state as a whole and the 
10 counties surveyed can be measured by a statistical standard, 
namely, the Chi-square test. While the difference thus meas-
ured is statistically .highly significant, x 2 being 157.7415,G 
and while a consistent difference is apparent, in that the 10 
counties in which the survey was conducted appear to have 
too few low values and somewhat too many medium high values 
and too few very high values; nevertheless, the difference be-
tween the sample and population is relatively unimportant for 
the purposes of this survey. The data, it is believed, give a 
'very good general picture of Iowa farm housing. 
It is also important to know how representative each of the 
counties is of certain areas. Table 8 gives the proportion of 
farms by specified value of farm products sold, traded and 
used by the operator's family in 1929 (1) for six districts in 
Iowa"; and (2) for each county surveyed. In the western 
area, Shelby and Sioux counties have a slightly higher propor-
tion of the medium high incomes than does the al'ea in which 
they are located. In the cash grain area, Story and Webster 
TABLE 8. PROPORTION OF FARMS BY SPECIFIED VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS 
SOLD, TRADED OR USED BY OPERATOR'S FAMILY, IN 1929, (1) FOR 
SIX DISTRICTS IN IOWA; (2) FOR EACH OF THE COUNTIES 
IN WHICH THE IOWA HOUSING SURVEY 
WAS CONDUCTED. 
Percentage reporting value of products 
Areas* --------- - -- - - --
and $250 $600 $1,000 $1,500 $2 ,500 $4,000 $6,000 
counties Under to to to to to to to 
$250 $599 $999 $1,499 $2,499 $3,999 $5,999 $9,999 
--- - ------- - --
Northeastern 
Dairy Area ... _______ 5 7 11 28 29 13 5 
Fayette ________ 
-------------------
5 7 13 30 29 12 3 
MitchelL .......... 6 7 12 25 28 12 6 
Cash Grain Area _______________ . 4 5 7 20 31 20 9 
Story ... _ ..... ......... 5 6 8 22 28 18 9 
Webster ........... 3 6 9 22 31 18 8 
Western Livestock Area. ___ 4 6 8 21 27 18 10 
Shelby .............................. 3 3 5 17 33 24 11 
Sioux.. ___ 
East Central·Livestock.. .. 
2 4 6 19 29 23 12 
Area __ _____________ ____ _____________ 2 7 8 11 24 24 14 7 
Benton. 
----------------------
1 4 5 9 21 29 18 9 
Scott.. ............... 1 5 9 9 20 29 18 7 
South Central Livestock Area __ __ ___ ________ 2 7 10 14 26 23 10 5 Madison. _________________________ 1 6 9 15 27 21 10 6 
Southern Pasture Area __ __ . 3 11 15 18 26 16 6 3 
Davis ___ __ ___ 4 12 17 18 28 14 4 2 
*See fig . L 
6 See R. A. Fi shel', "Statis tical Methods fol' Reseal'ch Workers," 1930. 
7 See fig. 1. 
---
$10,000 
and 
over 
---
3 
3 
3 
2 
5 
4 
5 
3 
4 
2 
3 
5 
2 
1 
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counties have a somewhat higher proportion of the medium 
low incomes than does the area as a whole. Fayette and 
Mitchell counties together appear to be very typical of their 
district with respect to farm income. In Benton and Scott, 
the proportion having medium high incomes is a little above 
the proportion for eastern livestock area as a whole. Madison 
seems very typical of the area in which it is located. The in-
come in Davis County is slightly less than in the southern pas-
ture ·area as a wholc. Judged by 1929 farm incomes, each 
county is quite representative of the area in which it is located 
and as a whole they are typical of the state. 
INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
The information obtained in the farm housing survey falls in-
to two categories: (1) What people have now, e. g., basement, 
running 'water, stoves for heating; (2) condition of the house 
and things needed or wanted to improve it . The reported con-
dition is not arrived at by contrasting the present condition 
with a uniform standard, instead it is the judgment of the occu-
pants of the house. The judgment of one family may differ 
from that of their neighbors because of difference in standards 
and difference in ownership status. It may be that non-owners 
at times do not expect as high a standard of housing as owners; 
as a result, they may rate good a condition which as owners 
they would rate only fair. On the other hand, tenants may 
feel free to criticize the house they occupy, since it is not their 
property. Tenants may, however, fear the consequences of a 
critical attitude. 
A check was made on the occupant's opinion by having the 
enumerator rate each schedule A, B, C, or D, according to her 
estimate of the occupant's judgment. The opinion of the oc-
cupant might diffcr from that of the enumerator (1) if his 
standard of good, fair or poor were higher or lower than that 
of the enumerator; (2) if he failed to express his true opinion. 
Evidence of failure to express actual opinion occured. In 
some cases, for example, tenants who feared that landlords 
might see the report and think that they were complaining', re-
ported as good and fair conditions which they themselves recog-
nized as poor. In other cases the enumerator thought that the 
occupant's standard of good must be very low. The percent-
age of families rated A, B, C, D in five counties is shown in 
table 9. On the whole a higher proportion of owners than non-
owners received A rating on their judgments. 
Failure to get an A rating does not, however, reveal whether 
the occupant judged the house better or poorer than the 
enumerator. In Sioux and Davis counties the supervisors re-
ported that both owners and non-owners tended to rate the 
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TABLE 9. PERCENTAGE OF OCCUPANTS IN 8,137 HOUSES IN FIVE IOWA COUN-
TIES ANSWERING QUESTIONNAIRES WHO WERE RATED A. B. C. D. BY 
ENUMERATORS, CLASSIFIED AS OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS, 1934. 
Davis Fayette Scott Sioux Story 
Rating --------------------
non- non- non- non- non-
owners owners owners owners owners owners owners owners owners owners 
----------------------
A 73 .1 73 .7 76.1 69 .8 64.2 59.3 56.1 47.8 64.5 59.5 
B 20.4 18.8 17.8 23.5 25.\1 26.3 29.1 34.8 26.8 29.3 
C 4 .9 5.6 4.4 5.9 8.7 13 .0 12.4 15.1 6.9 8.8 
D 1.5 1.9 1.7 0.8 1.2 1.4 2.5 2.3 1.8 2.3 
house better than it was, but the tendency, they felt, was more 
marked with the owners than the non-owners. In several coun-
ties it was felt that non-owners rated the house poorer than it 
was, while owners rated it better than it was. This tendency 
makes the difference between owners and non-owners as re-
ported greater than it really is. 
Even with the help of the enumerators' ratings of occupants' 
opinions, comparisons between counties must be made with a 
recognition of their limitations. The enumerators were local 
people relatively untrained, and had no uniform standard of 
condition as a basis of their judgment. Community standards 
differ greatly. In a county or township where buildings are 
relatively poor the standard of judgment may be low and vice 
versa. 
Another factor influenced statements made, especially those 
relating to repairs, replacements or new installations needed 
or wanted. Whether a family states that running water or a 
new bathroom or painting is needed is likely to depend largely 
on the way in which the question" need" or "want" is put. 
Extreme differences occurred between neighboring townships. 
No logical explanation of this can be suggested other than the 
influence of enumerators. 
Direct comparison between counties in regard to what they 
actually have appears to be entirely satisfactory. When opin-
ion of the occupant Was called for, comparison between counties 
must be made with a full realization of its limitations.8 Com-
parisons between owners and non-owners is, however, likely to 
be fairly satisfactory, since difference in ownership status is the 
only factor likely to influence judgment. 
8 One of the original purpcses of the survey was to get information on potential de-
mand. For this reason it was important to record occupant's judgment. 
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PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 
GENERAL 
BUILDING MATERIALS, AGE OF HOUSE, NUMBER OF STORIES 
The typical Iowa farm home can be readily pictured from 
the data in table 10. It is a painted frame structure, more than 
25 years old, with more than one story. Differences occur 
among the counties" Davis and Madison, especially the former, 
have a much higher proportion of one-story houses than do the 
other counties. No earth houses are reported and only 3] log; 
for only 8 of these were the walls built entirely of logs. All of 
the eight were built 50 years or more ago, and are now in poor 
condition. Madison is relatively high in unpainted houses, 
and Scott is relatively high in brick, stone and concrete, and 
also in houses 50 or more years of age. There has been little 
building in any of the counties in the past 10 years. 
Interesting differences are apparent between owner and non-
owner houses. Owners more frequently than non-owners live 
in one-story houses, and in houses built of brick, stone or con-
crete. The relatively high percentage of owners in one story 
houses is due to the fact that more owners than non-owners live 
in houses built in the past 10 years and a relatively high pro-
portion of these are one-story houses. 
A more complete picture of di.fferences between owner and 
non-owner homes can be secured by examining the owner and 
non-owner homes by townships.9 In fig. 4 is shown the per-
centage of townships by owner and non-owner groups classi-
fied according to the percentage of families reporting a house 
of specified age. In 20 percent of the townships at least 1 in 
every 10 owners lives in a house built in the past 10 years. In 
only 5 percent of the townships is this true of non-owner fam-
ilies. In no township are 25 percent of the houses under 10 
years of age. In 84 percent of the townships at least one in 
every five owner families lives in a house 10 to 24 years of age. 
For non-owners the proportion of townships is 31 percent. In 
no township do 50 percent of owners live in houses of 10 to 24 
years of age. A higher proportion of non-owners than owners 
occupy houses 25 or more years of age. 
THE CONDITION OF THE HOUSE 
The occupants reported the condition of certain specified 
parts of the house and whether repairs, replacement or new in-
stallation were needed. The limitation of their judgment has 
already been pointed out. 
{l In the township analysis, 154 townships for the owners and 153 for the non-owners 
are included. Bettendorf in Scott County had only four non-owner families; these 
were not included. 
TABLE 10. PERCENTAGE REPORTING CERTAIN BUILDING MATERIALS USED, AGE OF THE HOUSE AND NUMBER OF STORIES FOR 
18,789 FARM HOUSES, IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934.* 
------ ----------
I Total I Owners I o~~~;s I Benton I Davis I Fayette IMadison lMi tchell ~I Shelby Sioux I Story Webster 
---------------------
Buildin~ material used 
Log 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 - - 0.2 0.1 
Frame, unpainted 2.8 2.7 2.9 3.6 2.7 2.6 7.3 1.3 2.4 1.3 0 . 6 2.8 2.2 
Frame, painted 94.1 93.5 94.5 94.3 94.4 94.7 89.3 95.6 89.8 96.6 97.9 92.3 95.1 
Stucco 1.6 2.1 1.2 0.6 2.1 0.8 1.8 2.0 2.9 1.4 1.0 3.6 0.6 
Brick, stone or concrete 1.9 2.3 1.6 1.5 0.5 3.1 2.2 1.3 5.2 0.8 0.4 2.2 2.3 
A~e of house 
Under 10 years 5.9 7 . 1 4.9 5.2 5.9 4.3 6.8 4.0 6.9 6.0 6.2 7 . 1 6.2 
10 to 24 years 20.8 25.8 16.9 21.2 22.7 18.8 18.5 17.6 19.6 23.5 23.6 19.4 23.2 
25 to 49 years 44 .9 43.3 46.2 39.9 45.0 41.6 44.7 44.4 32.0 48.9 52.6 48.1 50.8 
50 years and over 28.5 24.1 32.0 33.6 26.6 34.8 30.0 34 .2 41.5 21.6 17.6 27.1 19.7 
Number of stories 
One 10.7 11.5 10.1 7.6 40.3 7.6 17.8 4.1 8.3 9.1 4.8 8.6 5.7 
More than one 89.2 88.5 89.8 92.2 59.7 92.4 82.2 95.9 91. 7 90.7 95.1 91.4 94.3 
*Although percentages are given to first decimal place, accuracy only with respect to rounded number is attempted. In interpreting data it is felt that for 
the most part only differences of 5 and 10 percent are significant. 
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PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES WITH IN TOWNSH I PS 
Fig. 4. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses of a certain 
age (cumulated downward). 
A general picture for all families, for owners and non-own-
ers and for the separate counties is presented in table 11. In 
fig . 5 are shown (1) the percentage of owners reporting good 
foundations, exterior walls, etc., with the items arrayed in de-
scending order of proportion reporting good condition; (2) the 
percentage for the same items for the non-owners. In fig. 6 
is arrayed the percentage of the different items reported p oor. 
In these two charts are shown (1) the relative condition of the 
various parts of the house; and (2) the average difference be-
tween owners and non-owners. The owner homes are reported 
TABLE 11. PERCENTAGE REPORTING CERTAIN CONDITION AND NEED OF IMPROVEMENT FOR DIFFERENT PARTS OF THE HOME, 
FOR 18,789 FARM HOUSES IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934.* 
Total I Owners Non- I ~ Benton Davis I Fayette IMadison Mitchell Scott Shelby Sioux Story Webster 
Foundation 
Present condition 
Good 51.2 61.2 43.3 56.0 52.1 51.7 52.1 47.0 59.2 40.9 54.8 46.2 51.7 
Fair 34.0 30.0 37 . 1 32.6 27.9 33.9 34.2 36.5 31.3 44.6 30.4 37.0 29.9 
Poor 14.6 8.6 19.3 11.4 19.5 14.4 13 . 8 16.5 8.7 14.0 14.5 16.7 17.7 
Repairs oralterationsneeded 19.8 15.5 23.2 20.6 14.5 19.7 18.6 23.4 11.8 18.8 20.7 26.7 21.4 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 7 . 1 4.7 9.1 4.1 14.1 7.8 8.1 6.2 2.8 6.7 3.6 6.8 13.2 
Exterior WaHs 
Present condition 
Good 63.6 70.9 57.9 72.1 62.9 60.5 66.5 63.1 63.2 52.1 69.2 57.7 67.0 
Fair 29.9 25.2 33.6 23.1 29.3 31.0 28.2 30.3 29.7 43.1 25.3 34.0 26.0 
Poor 6.5 4 . 0 8.5 4.9 7.8 8.5 5.3 6.6 6.6 4.9 5.5 8.6 6.9 
Repairs oralteratioDsneeded 11 . 2 8.6 13.3 10.4 9.3 13.1 11.2 12.4 9.1 9.0 9.6 15.8 12.2 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 2 . 7 1.8 3.4 1.8 3.8 4.2 2.4 2.1 1.6 2.1 1.2 2.9 5.2 
Roof 
Present condition 
Good 60.8 64.2 58.1 64.2 55.7 62.6 59.9 60.5 66.2 51. 5 62.3 58.0 65.7 
Fair 27 . 7 26.7 28.5 27.6 29.7 25.4 29.1 27.1 23.1 35.9 27.6 28.7 22.5 
Poor 11. 7 9.4 13.6 8.3 14.7 12.0 10.1 13.3 10.3 12.6 10.0 15.0 11.8 
RepairsoraiteratioDsneeded 17.3 15.5 18.7 17.4 16.8 15.8 14.5 20.9 8.8 18.0 22.7 20.2 16.6 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 7.7 7.3 8.1 7.9 11.8 7.0 9.3 7.5 6.7 7.5 1.6 9.1 10.0 
Chimneys 
Present condition 
Good 79.8 84.4 76.2 85.3 82.4 78.5 82.3 79.8 79.5 71.3 79.5 76.8 82.7 
Fair 16.5 13.5 18.8 12.1 14.5 16.7 14.7 16.1 16.5 25.5 16.3 19.1 13.5 
Poor 3.9 2.4 5.1 2.9 3.1 5.2 3.1 5.0 4.1 3.3 4 .2 5.1 4.0 
RepairsoralteratioDsneeded 7.2 5.7 8.3 7.2 5.7 7.7 7.8 8.9 4.2 5.0 S.8 9.6 6.3 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 2.1 1.2 2.8 1.6 2.0 2.8 1.4 2.5 1.5 1.5 O.S 2.5 3.1 
C;.:) 
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TABLE 11. CONTINUED. 
Doors and windows 
Present condition 
Good 54.0 64.9 45.3 62.2 50.0 54.3 53.3 52.0 6~.1 46.1 58.4 44.8 54.5 
Fair 35.1 29.7 39.3 30.3 36.3 33.5 37.0 34.2 29.0 45.8 31.5 40.3 33.0 
Po:>r 11.3 5.6 15.7 7.8 13.7 12.3 9.7 14.2 8.7 8.3 10.1 16.9 12 .5 
Repairsoralterationsneeded 20.9 15.0 25.5 18.8 19.0 19.0 19.8 23.6 15. 5 19.9 19.4 30.7 23.1 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 5.9 3.6 7.6 3.5 8.4 6.7 5.6 9.3 2.4 4.4 2.6 8.5 8.6 
Screens 
Present condition 
Good 46.6 54 . 2 40.6 52.8 37.8 45.8 45.0 43.7 58.3 40.1 52.8 40 . 1 48.8 
Fair 30.3 30.0 30.6 27.4 33.1 28.3 33.2 27.8 24.5 41.9 26.6 31.7 28.8 
Poor 19.0 13.7 23.2 12.5 28.6 21.1 18.6 26.5 10.2 15.5 16.4 24.5 19.7 
Repairs or alterations needed 17 . 0 16.0 17.9 15.5 19.1 16.7 18.5 16.3 7.7 20.8 16.1 22.8 16.3 
Replacement or De\\' 
installation needed 19 .0 13.8 23.2 15.2 23.6 16.8 19.5 25.7 13.1 14.8 15.7 24.4 24.0 
Paint, exterior 
Present condition 
Good 33.0 36.3 30.3 34.2 23.1 33.0 26.9 32.0 44.0 29.1 41.3 28.6 36.2 
Fair 38.2 38.6 37 .9 40.4 35.5 34.0 42.5 39.2 30.8 48. 1 37.9 36.4 35.2 
Poor 26.2 22.6 29.0 23.4 40 . 1 29.9 27.1 27 .4 20.2 21.5 19.7 30.4 25.7 
Repairs or al terati ons needed 17.7 17.0 18.3 16.8 11. 2 22 . 1 15.4 16.8 8 .9 25.8 20.0 26.2 11.2 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 24.6 23.5 25.5 26.6 37.6 20.3 30.4 23.4 20.4 17.4 13.5 24.8 34.6 
. 
Interior Walls and Ceilin~ 
Present condition 
Good 50.0 58.0 43.6 56.6 43.6 53.5 47.8 50.4 61.3 35.0 57.4 43.7 48.9 
Fair 36.2 34.3 40.3 33.2 40.5 32.3 38.5 37.3 28.6 53.2 33.9 43.5 36.3 
Poor 12 .7 8.2 16.3 9.9 15.9 14 . 1 13.7 13.4 10.9 11.9 8.2 16.1 14.8 
Repairs or alterations needed 23.8 19. 8 26.9 22.4 22.7 20.2 20.4 24.6 15.1 32.4 22.3 33.2 23.5 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 8.0 5 .8 9.7 7 . 7 11.8 7.1 10.2 7.1 3.5 8.4 1.9 8.2 14.6 
--- ~-- ----- - -- ----
*In a few cases enumerators listed more than ODe condition for an item. For example, where a house had two distinct parts and on ODe part the roof was 
poor and the other good, two conditions were at times checked. Such cases as this account for the fact that the percentages for good, fair and poor of roof 
and foundation total slightly more than 100.0. The data on condition might be further refined by analyzing separately the condition and need for repair and 
r eplacement of separate parts for those houses not needing complete replacement. In a small proportion of the houses needing complete replacement the 
enumerators failed to get a report on the repairs and replacement needed for separate parts. It is natural that occupants are not interested in reporting need 
for doors, windows, chimneys, etc., if they feel that they need a new house. 
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TABLE 11. CONTINUED. 
-----
I Total Owners I o~~~;s I Benton I Davis I F ayette Madison Mitchell 
- --- - -
Floors 
Present condition 
Good 57.8 66.5 51.0 66.5 55.6 57.9 56.4 57.8 
Fair 32.1 27.6 35.7 26.7 31.9 '29.8 33.6 31.4 
Poor 10.4 6.3 13.7 7.0 12.5 12.4 10.0 12.2 
Repairs oralterationsneeded 12.8 9.8 15 . 3 10.3 10.2 15.5 12.6 12.1 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 6.8 4.8 8.4 4.1 8.4 6.3 7 . 2 9.8 
Stairs 
Present condition 
Good 66.6 72.1 62.3 79.8 45 . 3 68.0 60.6 72.0 
Fair 20.0 16.5 22.8 11.4 11. 6 19.5 20.4 20.7 
Poor 3.9 2.4 6.8 2.4 3.9 6.9 3.4 5.4 
Repairsoralterationsneeded 5 .9 4.0 7.3 3.8 2.3 1.0 6.5 4.8 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 2 . 6 1.4 3.5 1.1 2.4 0.3 1.4 3.0 
Insulation 
Present condition 
Good 39.2 49.2 31.4 39.8 42.2 35.1 35.4 46.8 
Fair 24.5 22.4 26.2 14.1 17.2 13.3 35.4 29.5 
Poor 14.3 9.4 18.2 12.0 12.5 13.4 19 . 3 16.8 
Repairsoralterationsneeded 5.2 4".0 6.1 5.7 2.4 0.5 10.9 4.4 
Replacement or new 
installation needed 11.9 9.0 14.3 8.6 14.4 12.3 11.9 8.3 
--
~I Shelby 
66.3 45.0 
26.8 47.0 
6.9 8.1 
7.9 16.2 
3.0 5.2 
74.2 53 . 0 
18.9 36.1 
3.9 4.2 
3.6 5.5 
2.4 2.5 
46.3 27.9 
17.6 40.8 
12.8 6.6 
2.3 3.6 
12.6 31.0 
Sioux I Story 
65.7 47.6 
25.8 37.3 
8.5 17.0 
10.4 20.0 
2.1 10.7 
74.3 61.0 
17.4 25.1 
5.7 7.5 
4.9 9.7 
1.5 4.1 
52 . 2 24.3 
27.1 33.2 
15.7 22.7 
4.5 6.3 
7.6 6.1 
Webster 
57.8 
31.3 
10.8 
12.8 
12.1 
71.8 
18.9 
5.5 
7.0 
4.8 
44.5 
17.0 
11.8 
5.0 
7.0 
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Fig. 5. The pel'centage of owners and non-owners reporting certain parts of house 
in good condition. 
to be in much better condition than the non-owner. Paint in 
the opinion of the occupants is the most neglected thing. It 
is the lowest of all the items in the good group and the highest 
in the poor. Both charts show screens, insulation, roof, founda-
tion and interior walls relatively neglected. Among the own-
ers the condition of the roof is only slightly better than the 
condition of the foundation, while among non-owners the roof is 
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Fig. 6. Percentage of owners and non-owners reporting certain parts of the house 
in poor condition. 
much better than the foundation. The roof appears to be rela-
tively less neglected among the non-owners than other parts of 
the house. 
Owners report better conditions than non-owners. But how 
much better are they~ In table 12 are shown (1) the percent age 
by which the proportion of owners reporting good conditions for 
certain specified items exceeds that of non-owners; (2) the per-
centage by which the proportion of non-owners reporting poor 
TABLE 12. THE PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE IN PROPORTION OF 8,248 OWNER 
AND 10,491 NON-OWNER HOUSES REPORTED TO HAVE CERTAIN SPECI-
FIED PARTS OF HOUSE, (1) IN GOOD CONDITION, (2) IN POOR 
CONDITION, IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
Part of house 
Foundation 
Exterior walls 
Roof 
Chimney 
Doors and windows 
Screens 
Paint Exterior 
Interior walls- ceilings 
F loors 
Stairs 
Insulation 
Percentage by which pro- Percentage by which pro-
portion of owners report- portion of non-owners re-
ing good condition exceeds porting poor condition ex-
that of non-owners ceeds that of owners* 
41.3 
22.5 
10 .5 
10 .8 
43.3 
35.5 
19.8 
33.0 
30.4 
15.7 
56.7 
124.4 
112.5 
44.7 
112.5 
180.4 
69.3 
28.3 
98.8 
117.5 
183.3 
93.6 
*Since the percentage reporting poor condition is relatively low, a slight difference in ab-
solute percentage between owners and non-owners makes a large percentage difference. 
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TABLE 13. AN INDEX MEASURE OF GOOD CONDITION OF 18,789 FARM HOUSES, 
IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, CLASSIFIED BY OWNERS AND 
NON-OWNERS, 1934. 
Unweighted index* Weighted index** 
County Percentage Percentage 
Non- owners are Non- owners are 
Owners owners above oon- Owners owners above non-
owners owners 
Benton 67.6 56.0 20.7 66.4 54.8 21.2 
Davis 54.0 45.7 18.2 54.4 45.7 19.0 
Fayette 62.2 48.3 28.8 61.4 47.5 29.3 
Madison 61.6 46.2 33.3 61.1 45.8 33.4 
Mitchell 61.2 49.3 24 . 1 60.0 48.3 24.2 
Scott 67.2 55.6 20.9 66.0 54.4 21.3 
Shelby 52.8 38.4 37.5 51. 7 37.5 37.8 
Sioux 68.4 56.0 22.1 67.6 55.1 22.7 
Story 57.8 42.5 36.0 57.1 42.1 35.6 
Webster 65.4 51.9 26.0 64.4 51.3 25.5 
All 62.0 49.0 26.5 61.2 48.3 26.7 
*The percentages reporting good condition for the various items were added and averaged. 
**The various items for which condition was reported were assigned weights and an average 
thus determined. The weights assigned were as follows: foundation, exterior walls, roofs, each 
3; exterior paint, interior walls and ceilings, floors and insulation, each 2; chimneys, doors and 
windows, screens and stairs, each L 
condition for certain items exceeds the proportion of owners. 
The difference between owner and non-owner houses for those 
reporting good condition is greatest for insulation, doors and 
windows, foundations, screens and interior walls and ceilings. 
Roof and exterior paint are somewhat the same for both groups. 
A general measure of the condition of the house can be ob-
tained by averaging the percentage reporting good and poor for 
the various items. In this way a general index of the opinion 
TABLE 14. AN INDEX MEASURE OF POOR CONDITION OF 18,789 FARM HOUSES 
IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, CLASSIFIED BY OWNERS 
AND NON-OWNERS, 1934. 
Unweighted index* Weighted index* 
County Percentage Percentage 
Non- non-owner Non- non-owner 
Owners owners is above Owners owners is above 
owner** owner** 
Benton 6.2 11 .5 85.5 6.5 12.0 84.6 
Davis 12.8 18 .8 46.9 13 . 1 19 .2 46.4 
Fayette 8.7 17 .8 104 .6 9.0 17.8 97.6 
Madison 8.3 15.6 88.0 8.7 16.0 83.3 
Mitchell 10.2 15.7 53.9 10.2 15 .5 52.3 
Scott 7 .5 11.6 54.7 7.8 12.0 53. 4 
Shelby 6.4 13.0 103 . 1 6 .8 13.5 98.2 
Sioux 6.9 13 .2 91.3 7.1 13.4 89.6 
Story 10.5 19.8 86.6 10.7 19 .9 86.0 
Webster 7.9 16.0 102.5 8.2 16 . 4 99.3 
All I 8.4 15.2 81.0 I 8.7 15.5 78 .2 
*See table 13 for explanation of index. 
**The percentage reporting poor condition was small. As a result, a small absolute differ-
ence resulted in a large percentage difference. 
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Fig. 7. Percentage of houses reported to be in good condition, m eas ured by un-
weighted index. (See t able 13.) 
of the occupants concerning the condition of the house can be 
obtained. Such indexes are shown in tables 13 and 14 and in 
fig. 7. These averages are most useful in measuring the differ-
ence between owners and non-owners within the counties and 
for the 10 counties as a whole. Judgment concerning the con-
317 
dition of the house is likely to be influenced by community 
standards, hence care must be taken in direct quantitative com-
parison from county to county. From these tables it would ap-
pear that the difference between owners and non-owners is 
least in Davis County. The difference also appears relatively 
small in Mitchell and Scott counties. In Shelby, Story, Madi-
son and Fayette, a relatively larger proportion of owners than 
non-owners report good conditions. In Webster, Shelby, Fay-
ette and Sioux counties, a relatively large proportion of the non-
owners report poor conditions. 
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Fig 8. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
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Fig. 9. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
conditions (cumulated downward). 
Certain differences can be more clearly seen by contrasting 
owners and non-owners by townships. In fig. 8 is shown the 
percentage of townships having a specified proportion of own-
ers and non-owners reporting foundations in good condition and 
foundations needing repairs; and roof in good condition and 
roof needing repairs. In 88 percent of the townships at least 
50 percent of the owners report foundations in good condition. 
In the case of the non-ovvners this is true in only 26 percent of 
the townships. Foundations in poor condition are much more 
frequent among non-owners than owners. In only 2.5 percent 
of the townships do as many as 20 percent of the owners report 
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Fig. 10. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
conditions (cumulated downward). 
foundations in poor condition, while in 40 percent of the town-
ships as many as 20 percent of the non-owners report founda-
tions in poor condition. 
Need for foundation repair is also shown in fig. 8. In 47 
percent of the townships less than 20 percent of the ownere 
state that repair of foundation is needed; while in 73 percent 
of the townships at least 20 percent of the non-owners report 
this need. In approximately 20 percent of the townships 15 
percent or more of the non-owners report that foundations nee-::! 
to be replaced. In only 3 percent of the townships is this true 
of owner houses. 
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Condition of roof for owners appears much the same as con-
dition of foundation. For non-owners roof is in much better 
condition than foundation and, consequently, roof repair for 
non-owners is only slightly more important that roof repair 
for owners. (See fig. 8.) 
The relative condition of exterior paint and screens for own-
ers and non-owners by townships is shown in fig. 9. Both of 
these are in a much negler:ted condition. Screens are reported, 
however, to be in better condition than paint. The difference be-
tween owner and non-owner houses is much greater for screens 
than for paint. Landlords are probably much more concerned 
about the latter than the former. 
Where paint is not reported good, it is usually described as 
fair rather than poor. In only 2 and 3 percent of the town-
ships do 50 percent or more of the owners and non-owners, 
respectively, report paint in poor condition. The proportion 
of those needing replacement is much the same as those re-
porting poor condition. It is of interest that in 10 of the town-
TABLE 15. PERCENTAGE OF 18,789 FARM HOUSES REPORTED TO NEED COM-
LETE REPLACEMENT OF HOUSES IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, CLASSIFIED 
OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS, 1934*. 
Percentage needing replacement 
All I Owners I Non-owners County 
Considered Considered I Considered Desired by necessary Desired by necessary Desired by necessary 
occupant byenum- occupant byenum- occupant by enum-
erator erator erator 
Benton 3.2 8.2 5.3 7.1 1.8 9.9 
Davis 15.3 18.7 9.7 15.3 21.5 22 .5 
Fayette 3.0 6.4 1.6 4.0 4 . 1 8.4 
Madison 11 .0 15.5 8.2 11.5 13.4 18.9 
Mitchell 3.9 6.8 4.1 4.5 3.7 9.0 
Scott 6.6 11.2 4.5 8.1 9.1 14.7 
Shelby 15.4 20.0 10.3 13.9 19.5 24.8 
Sioux 10 .9 13.2 5.5 7 . 1 14.2 17.1 
Story 5.5 5.5 3.0 3.1 7.0 6 .9 
Webster 13 .2 17.3 7.4 9 .6 17 .0 22.4 
All 8.6 12 . 1 6.0 8.4 I 10 .8 15.0 
*The discrepancy in Borne counties between conditions of house and need for replacement 
raised doubt concerning the accuracy with which need of replacement was reported. The fact 
that information on replacement was not requested until about one-third of the schedules had 
been filled, gave further grounds for doubt. The schedules already filled were supposed to be 
gone over and checked by the enumerator for need of replacement. The schedules for three 
counties having a very low percentage reporting need of replacement and ODe having fairly 
high need were examined. Where need of replacement was not reported, judgment was based 
on reported condition of items and the remarks of the enumerator. The revised need for re-
placement is given below. It is of interest that the schedules from counties originally report-
ing low replacement showed indication of many failures to report replacement needed. This 
was not true for counties reporting relatively high proportion of replacement. 
Revised percentage of houses needing replacement (for four counties): 
Fayette 
Mitchell 
Sioux 
Story 
All Owners Non-owners 
8.9 5.2 12.0 
8.1 5.5 10.6 
13 .3 8.2 16.5 
9.4 6.8 10.8 
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ships the non-owners report paint III better condition than do 
the owners. 
In 57 percent of the townships at least 50 percent of the 
owner houses report screens in good condition. In only one 
township in every five do at least 50 percent of the non-owners 
report good screens. No screens are reported by 2 percent of 
the owners and 6 percent of the non-owners. 
A general picture of the condition of interior walls and floors 
is shown in fig 10. Floors are reported in better condition than 
walls. Both floors and interior walls are much better in owner 
houses than non-owner. In 69 percent of the townships at 
least 50 percent of the owners report good interior walls, while 
this is true for non-owners in only 30 percent of the townships. 
TABLE 16. AVERAGE SIZE OF IOWA FARM FAMILY IN 1930, AND OF 18,766 
FAMILIES INCLUDED IN HOUSING SURVEY, 1934, BY COUNTIES. 
Benton 
Davis 
Fayette 
Madison 
Mitchell 
Scott 
Shelby 
Sioux 
Story 
Webster 
County 
Ten counties surveyed 
Owner 
Non-owner 
All state 
I A verage size of rural farm family 1930* 
4.38 
3.92 
3.92 
3.97 
4.44 
4.33 
4.77 
5.17 
4.37 
4.37 
4.44 
4.36 
Average size of families 
living in houses included 
in survey 
4.38 
3.96 
3.96 
3.96 
4.48 
4.22 
4.72 
5.10 
4.39 
4.35 
4.41 
4.22 
4.56 
*30urce: Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930. The census gives, for the counties, 
only the median size family. The average given here was determined by dividing total rural-
farm population, 1930, by number of rural-farm families. In addition to private families, totaL 
rural population includes institutions, hotels and boarding houses. These latter groups, how-
ever, constitute only 1.8 percent of the total Iowa population. A higher proportion of such 
groups is probably found in non-farm than in rural-farm communities. Their inclusion is not 
likely to affect greatly the average size of rural-farm family. 
REPLACEMENT OF THE HOUSE 
The occupants were asked whether a new house was needed. 
In addition, the enumerator stated her opinion. Data on re-
placement are presented in table 15. In the whole group the 
proportion needing new houses, as judged by the enumerators, 
is almost twice as great for owners as non-owners. New homes 
for owners appear to be most needed in Davis, Shelby and Madi-
son counties, and for non-owners in Shelby, Davis and Webster. 
Reported need for replacement is very low in Story, Mitchell 
and Fayette.lo 
10 See note of explanation with table 15. 
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SIZE OF F AMILY 
The average size of families living in the houses which have 
just been described is 4.4 per sons; owner families average 4.2 
and non-owner 4.6. The average size of families for those in-
cluded in the survey is shown by counties in table 16. In the 
same table is given the aver age size of rural farm families in 
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TABLE 17. PERCENTAGE OF RURAL-FARM FAMILIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES 
IN IOWA IN 1930 AND FOR 18,766 FAMILIES INCLUDED IN HOUSING 
SURVEY, 1934, CLASSIFIED OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS.' 
Size of Rural-farm families in Iowa Families included in survey 
family 1930 1934 
All Owners Non-owners All Owners Non-owners 
1 4.0 5.0 2.9 2.0 2.9 1.2 
2 18.3 20.4 15.9 15.4 18.9 12.6 
3 20.4 20.2 20.4 20.4 20.5 20.4 
4 19.9 19.1 20.8 20.9 19.8 21. 7 
5 14.7 13.9 15.5 15.8 14.6 16.7 
6 9.6 9.2 10.1 10.8 10.1 11.5 
7 5.8 5.4 6.3 6.6 6.1 7.0 
8 3.4 3.1 3.7 3.7 3.1 4.1 
9 1.9 1.8 2.1 2.1 1.8 2.4 
10 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 
11 0 .5 0.5 0.6 0 .6 0.5 0.6 
12 and over 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.6 
All 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
*The difference in these distributions is probably to a large extent due to difference in defini-
tion of what constitutes a family, In the farm housing survey all regular occupants of the 
dwelling were included as members of tbe family. In the 1930 census a family included per-
sons related in any way to the head of the family by blood, marriage or adoption: lodgers, 
resident servants, guests and foster children or wards not related in any way were not counted 
as family members. In Iowa farm families, in 1934, there were probably fewer farm laborers 
and more relatives than in 1930. 
the same counties for 1930. These data do not indicate any 
appreciable shift of people back to the farm. It may be that 
sons, daughters and other relatives have come to live with farm 
families, but this increase may have been offset by a reduction in 
hired labor. 
The distribution of size of families is even more important 
than the average. The distribution is shown in table 17 and fig. 
11. In 1934 in the 10 counties surveyed approximately 38 per-
cent of the owner and 44 percent of the non-owner families have 
five or more members. Almost 5 percent of the non-owners and 
4 percent of the owners have nine or more. 
The highest average size of family is in Sioux County, where 
it is 5.1 persons. In Davis and Madison counties t.he average 
size is only 4 persons. In Sioux County, among the families sur-
veyed, 25.8 percent have 7 or more members and in Davis only 
10.3 percent are of that size. 
PRESEN'l' ROOMS AND ROOMS NEEDED 
Iowa farm houses average seven rooms with the owner homes, 
on the whole, being slightly larger than the non-owner." 
11 In the original definition which the enumerators were instructed to follow, a room 
was interpreted as: living room, dining room, bedroom, kitchen, bathroom, hall, sew-
ing room, work room, play room, furnace, storage and l:ecreation room. After the 
survey was well started they were asked to omit hall s , bathrooms, and rooms in base-
ment from the count of total rooms. In a few cases this may have resulted in the 
omission of kitchen and work rooms located in the basement. 
TABLE 18. PERCENTAGE HAVING AND NEEDING CERTAIN ROOMS, 18,789 FARM HOUSES IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934.* 
Non- ~I Shelby T otal Owners owners Benton Davis Fayette M adison Mitchell Sioux Story 
Bedrooms 
Average number per family 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.7 3.1 3.8 3.3 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.6 
Needing addi tional 5 .8 5.3 6.2 3.9 11 .8 3.9 7.3 6.8 2.6 6.3 2 .4 9.1 
Average number needed 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3 
Livin~ rooms 
Having 96. 5 97.7 95.6 96 . 5 98.0 98.2 97.1 97.6 97.9 91.3 94.3 98.6 
Needing 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.4 0.1 1.7 0.7 0.6 
Dinin~ rooms 
Having 75.9 79.3 73.2 76.2 61.2 75.6 65.5 72 . 5 80.8 81.8 74.0 79.4 
Needing 3.2 2.3 3.8 1.8 5.7 0.9 4.0 2 . 2 0.3 5.4 2.8 5.2 
Kitchens 
Having 99.9 99.9 99.9 99.8 99.8 99 . 7 100.0 100 . 0 99.6 99.9 100.0 99.9 
Needing 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.6 
Work-rooms 
Having 41.5 41.9 41.1 41.3 28.5 39.5 37.8 45.0 43.9 45.9 44.3 47.1 
Needing 4.6 3 . 8 5 . 3 1.0 9.8 0.7 10.7 2.4 0.8 9.9 1.4 4.4 
Wash rooms for farm help 
Having 18.6 21.7 16.2 19.4 8.8 19.4 16.8 23.5 19.3 22.9 16.3 20.4 
Needing 4.9 3 . 8 5.7 0.3 9.5 0.5 10.0 4 . 4 1.0 9.4 1.2 7.8 
Bath-rooms 
Having 21.7 30 . 6 14.8 25.5 15.9 18.8 17.8 21.4 26.4 27.4 18.0 24.6 
Needing 17.6 15.7 19.1 0.5 37.7 1.0 31.2 12.6 5.7 39.2 10.1 21.7 
Halls 
Having 58 . 1 61.8 55.7 61.2 24.0 57.1 32.8 70.3 71.8 61.7 70.0 64.2 
Needing 1.4 1.3 1.5 - 5.1 0 . 1 4.6 0.4 1.1 1.8 0.4 0.6 
Basements 
Having 71.0 74.9 67.8 89.0 24.8 93.2 43.0 91.9 91.4 60.1 39.4 87 . 0 
Needing 6.5 5.5 7 . 2 1.1 20.1 1.2 7.8 0.6 0 . 8 19.9 5 . 2 6.6 
Webster 
3.6 
5.2 
1.3 
96.8 
0.9 
88.5 
4.0 
100.0 
0.4 
37.4 
6.4 
17.8 
7.2 
20.0 
23.0 
65.3 
1.0 
83.0 
3.8 
CI:> 
~ 
;!>. 
----
Closets 
Having 84.9 86.7 83.5 
Average for those having 2 .9 3.1 2.7 
Needing 23.2 18.7 26.8 
Average for those needing 2.2 2.2 2 . 1 
Front or side porch 
Having 83.0 85.5 81.0 
Needing 4.0 3.1 4.7 
Back porch 
Having 72.7 73.5 72 .0 
Needing 4.5 3.5 5.3 
Stora<te space for fruits 
and ve~etables 
Having 90.0 91.3 89.0 
Needing 2.5 1.8 3.0 
Total rooms 
Number of rooms in house 7 .0 7 . 2 6.9 
Having rooms not in use 13.4 9.6 16 .5 
Average number not in use 
for those reporting 2.5 2 .5 2.6 
*Averages in bold face type. 
TABLE 18. CONTINUED. 
89.8 61.6 84.0 76.1 87.2 
3 . 4 2.2 2 .6 2.5 2.8 
21.1 28.3 13 .2 34.6 22.4 
2 . 1 2.0 2 .4 2.2 2.1 
86.7 67.0 87.3 61.4 86.6 
2.5 7.4 0.4 7.1 1.4 
78 .8 50.9 58.8 70.3 64.1 
1.9 12.9 0.4 8.8 1.2 
92.5 86.9 91.8 94.7 78.6 
1.2 3.1 0.4 3.7 1.1 
7.4 6.1 7 . 2 6.4 7 .0 
17 .6 9.8 6.9 8.1 16 .1 
2.7 2 . 4 3 . 1 2 . 2 2.4 
, 
-- --
89.3 90.2 
3 . 1 2.9 
16.9 23.2 
2.2 2 .2 
89.4 90.9 
2.4 3.7 
81.9 85.3 
1.3 4.8 
84.4 96.8 
4.5 1.4 
7.1 7.3 
15.7 15.5 
2.8 2.4 
94.2 
3.1 
18 .4 
1.9 
82.4 
3.2 
82.1 
2.3 
93.9 
1.2 
7 . 1 
23.8 
2.4 
84.3 
2.7 
31.0 
2.3 
84.7 
8.7 
66 .5 
9.1 
84.5 
5.5 
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9.8 
2.6 
86.2 
3 .0 
23.2 
2.1 
90.3 
3.4 
81.6 
4.4 
92.4 
3.1 
7 .0 
7.1 
2 .5 
~ 
t-:> 
01 
2 5 
20 
15 
10 
V) 5 
uJ 
\I) 
::> 0 
o 
I20 
LL o 15 
UJ 10 (,!) 
« 
I- 5 
Z 
UJ U 0 
0:: 
UJ 20 
0... 
15 
10 
5 
o 
V 
b-;:: 
.?-
326 
---Owners 
-'/ ~ 
IV . \ 
// \~ Davis 
,/ \ J . 
/ '\ ~ 
., 
~ 
I \ 
, 
" ! Scott 
I , 
1\ 
V \ 
II 
"/ ~ "'::.::: 
// \'\ 
9 \\ Webster 
W \\ , , 
I 
r\ , ,"1 
,,' I \~ 
:...-
..... 
------Non-owner5 
~ 
,I ",,1\ 
rj \~ Fayette , :, 
~ , \ 
"f \ 
,'/ 
-
1\ 
-
~ 
-.::.::. 
17' \ 1\ \ \ 
, I \\ Sioux , , , 
, \ 
, / \~ 
, V '\\ , , , , 
, V '.\ 
.-::; V ~ 
,'1 ~ , 
, 'f~ All , 1/ 
,V '.~ . , 
I 
If '\ 
10- / , I:>-. 
1&2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II ~~g-ve 3 4 5 6 7 /) 9 10 "a~ 
NUMBER OF ROOMS 4 
Fig. 12. Proportion of houses with specified number of rooms. 
In Davis and Madison counties the number of rooms is dis-
tinctly below the average for all counties. The highest average 
number of rooms was in Benton County (see table 18). 
The distribution of houses by number of rooms has been 
studied for five counties, namely, Davis, Scott, Fayette, Webster 
and Sioux. This is shown in table 19 and fig. 12. The seven-
room house is most frequent for both owners and non-owners. 
The similarity between owner and non-owner homes is not equal-
ly great, however, in all counties. In Davis and Scott the 
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TABLE 19. NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF 9,000 HOUSES HAVING SPECIFIED 
NUMBER OF ROOMS IN FIVE IOWA COUNTIES, CLASSIFIED 
BY OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS, 1934.* 
Owners Non-Owners 
Number of rooms 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 
1 7 0 . 2 5 0 . 1 
2 24 0 .6 21 0.4 
3 67 1.6 73 1.5 
4 191 4.7 271 5 .5 
5 411 10.1 616 12 .5 
6 774 19 . 0 1,103 22.4 
7 974 23.8 1,145 23.3 
8 884 21.6 894 18.2 
9 486 11.9 502 10 .2 
10 191 4 . 7 197 4.0 
11 49 1.2 53 1,1 
12 and over 24 0.6 38 0 .8 
All sizes 4,082 100 . 0 4,918 100.0 
*Counties included were Davis, Scott, Fayette, Webster and Sioux. 
number of rooms is about the same for owners and non-owners; 
while in Sioux and Webster counties non-owner homes have 
decidedly fewer rooms than owners. 
Almost 10 percent of the owners and 16 percent of the non-
owners reported some rooms not in use. The average number 
not in use for tlfose reporting is 2.4 and 2.6 rooms for the own-
ers and non-owners, respectively. Sioux is the county reporting 
the highest proportion of houses with rooms not in use.'2 
TABLE 20. NUMBER OF ROOMS PER FAMILY AND NUMBER OF ROOMS PER 
PERSON AND PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES WITH LESS THAN ONE ROOM PER 
PERSON IN FIVE IOWA COUNTIES, 8,999 FAMILIES CLASSIFIED BY NUMBER 
OF OCCUPANTS, FOR OWNER AND NON-OWNER FAMILIES, 1934.* 
Percentage 
Number of Rooms per Rooms per h aving less than 
Number of families family person one room per 
occupants person 
Non- Non- Non- Non-
Owner owner Owner owner Owner owner Owner owner 
1 133 61 5.8 5.9 5.8 5.9 - -
2 754 608 6.5 6.6 3.3 3.3 0.1 --
3 795 982 7.0 6.7 2.3 2.2 1.1 0.8 
4 817 1,069 7 .2 6.8 1.8 1.7 1. 3 1.6 
5 598 862 7 .2 7 . 0 1.4 1.4 5.4 6.6 
6 434 537 7 .4 7.2 1.2 1.2 11 .7 13.4 
7 248 355 7 .5 7.0 1.1 1.0 29.0 37.2 
8 140 204 7 .2 7.3 0.9 0.9 56.4 54.4 
9 79 123 7.3 7.0 0.8 0.8 77.2 85.3 
10 43 57 7.7 7 . 0 0.8 0 .7 90.1 96.5 
11 18 29 6.5 7.2 0.6 0 .7 100.0 96.5 
12 10 22 7 .6 7.2 0 .6 0.6 90.0 100 . 0 
13 and over 12 9 7 .5 6.8 0.5 0.5 100.0 100.0 
All 4 , 081 4,918 7.0 6.9 1.7 1. 5 9.7 12.5 
*Same counties as were included in table 19. As ODe house Included III table 19 was vacant, 
it was omitted here. 
12 The enumerators were in structed to record total rooms not in use at any time of 
the year. What in most cases seems to have been recorded is rooms not in use during 
the winter of 1934. Many rooms were shut up in order to save fuel. During the 
summer many of these rooms would be used. This may not have been true of all the 
homes where rooms not in use were reported. 
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NUMBEI2 OF PE12S0NS IN FAMILY 
Fig. 13. The number of rooms per person in families of different sizes, 4.081 
owner families in 5 Iowa counties, 1934. 
In table 20 are shown the number of families of different 
sizes, the number of rooms per person and the percentage of 
families falling below the standard of one room per person. It 
appears that there is only a slight tendency for the larger fam-
ilies to live in the larger houses. The average number of rooms 
per person declines steadily with increasing size of family. (See 
fig. 13.) - For families larger than seven, more than 50 percent 
of the families have less than one room per person. Very few 
families of 10 or more have a room per personY 
13 The standard of one room per person has been suggested as the minimum comfort 
standard. although it has usually been applied to city housing. In the rural home there 
is some need for additional room, especially work room. The average size of room in 
the farm home. however. seems likely to be somewhat larger than the average size in 
the urban home. 
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TABLE 21. THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF BEDROOMS PER FAMILY AND THE 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF BEDROOMS PER PERSON FOR 18,766 FAMILIES, CLAS-
SIFIED BY SIZE OF FAMILY, AND OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS, IN 10 IOWA 
COUNTIES, 1934.* 
Number of Bedrooms per family Bedrooms per person 
members 
Owners Non-owners Owners Non-owners 
---
I 3.0 2.9 3.0 2.9 
2 3.3 3.2 1.7 1.6 
3 3.5 3.3 1.2 1.1 
4 3.7 3.4 0.9 0.9 
5 3.7 3.6 0.7 0.7 
6 3.9 3.7 0.7 0.6 
7 4.0 3.9 0.6 0.6 
8 4.1 3.9 0.5 0.5 
9 4 .2 3.9 0.5 0.4 
10 4.3 4.0 0.4 0.4 
11 4.0 4.0 0.4 0.4 
12 4.9 4.0 0.4 0.3 
13 4.8 4 .3 0.4 0.3 
14 and over 4.4 4.0 0.3 0.3 
All sizes 3.6 3.5 0.9 0.8 
*Schedules were secured for 23 vacant houses. 
The average number of bedrooms per family is 3.6, with the 
owners having slightly more than the non-owners. Bedrooms 
were studied in relation to number of occupants. As the size of 
family increases there is only a slight increase in the number 
of bedrooms. Hence, bedrooms per person fall steadily with 
increase in size of family. (See table 21.) The relation of 
number of occupants to number of bedrooms was measured by 
two standards: (1) three-fifths of a bedroom per person, and 
(2) two-fifths of a bedroom per person.14 The percentage of 
. TABLE 22. THE PROPORTION OF FAMILIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES FALLING 
BELOW THE STANDARD OF (1) THREE-FIFTHS OF A BEDROOM PER PERSON; 
AND (2) OF TWO-FIFTHS OF A BEDROOM PER PERSON FOR 18,766 FAMILIES 
IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES 1934, CLASSIFIED OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS. 
Percentage with less than three- I Percentage with less than two-Number in fifths of bedroom per person fif ths of bedroom per person family 
Owners Non-owners I Owners Non-owners 
1 I 2.9 2.3 I - -2 0.4 0.4 0 .3 0.3 3 3.1 4.5 0.5 0.3 4 2.0 3.3 1.6 3.3 
5 10.7 15.1 2.0 2.3 
6 30.9 39.2 1.6 1.8 
7 32.2 38.3 7.8 11. 2 
8 66.9 74.2 7.3 7.9 
9 60.5 73.3 25.9 30.4 
10 93.7 87.5 21.1 32.0 
11 97.5 95.5 32.5 32.8 
12 87.0 100.0 34.8 69.0 
13 100.0 100.0 45 . 5 66.7 
14 and over 100.0 100 .0 100.0 88.9 
All sizes I 13.0 18.4 2.7 4.2 
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families of each size falling below these standards is shown in 
table 22. Thirteen percent of the owners and about 18 percent 
of the non-owners are below the standard of three-fifths of a 
bedroom per person; and 2.7 percent of the owners and 4.2 per-
cent of the non-owners are below the lower standard. 
In table 23 is shown the proportion of families falling be-
low the above standards in the different counties . . Among both 
owners and non-owners the percentage below the standard of 
three-fifths of a bedroom per person is highest in Sioux and 
Davis counties and relatively low in Fayette, Benton and Scott. 
In Sioux County the overcrowding is due mainly to large fam-
ilies and in Davis to small houses. The difference between own-
ers and non-owners is least in Scott County. The proportion 
below the two-fifths of a bedroom standard is relatively high in 
Davis. 
TABLE 23. THE PROPORTION OF 18,766 FAMILIES'FALLING BELOW THE STAND 
ARD OF (1) THREE-FIFTHS OF A BEDROOM PER PERSON; AND (2) OF TWO-
FIFTHS OF A BEDROOM PER PERSON IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, CLASSIFIED 
OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS, 1934. 
Percentage with less Percentage with less 
Number of than three-fifths of than two-fifths of 
County families bedroom per person bedroom per person. 
Owners Non-owners Owners Non-owners Owners Non-owners 
Benton. ...... ....... 953 1,347 9.5 15.9 1.7 3.1 
Davis .. ___ ___________ 771 698 18.8 22.9 6.6 6.9 
Fayette ....... _ ..... 883 1,065 9.5 15.6 2.2 3.3 
Madison. __ ....... 889 1,045 10.2 15.1 2.0 5.7 
MitchelL ......... 807 867 10.0 20.8 2.7 4.3 
ScotL ............... 909 767 12.9 12.4 2.9 3.4 
Shelby .............. 858 1,091 17.2 19.2 2.2 3.2 
Sioux ________________ 777 1,249 20.7 26.7 2.8 5.8 
Story. ____ ......... 699 1,211 10.4 17.9 2.3 3.2 
Webster ............ 741 1,139 12.0 17.3 2.4 4.2 
AIL_ ................. 8,287 10 ,479 13.0 18.4 2.7 4.2 
Families were asked to express their desire for additional 
bedroom space. In three counties, Davis, Shelby and Sioux, the 
relation of bedrooms to occupants has been examined for all 
families who wish additional bedroom space. The findings are 
shown in table 24. In the three counties, only 18 percent of 
those below the standard of three-fifths of a bedroom per per-
son desire additional bedrooms. Equally notable is the fact that 
38 percent of those expressing a desire for more bedrooms have · 
14 Three-fifths of a bedroom per person is also a common standard which is set up 
for the minimum comfort standard. To measure the extent to which houses fall below 
this standard, the number of occupants in relation to number of bedrooms WM also 
meaB~!'ed against the standard of two-fifths of a bedroom per person. To fall below 
the standard of two~fifths of a bedroom per person seems likely to result in consider-
able overcrowding. The two-fifths of a bedroom per person resu lts in the following 
scale: 
Persons 1 4 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
~umber of bedrooms 0 2 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 6 6 
331 
TABLE 24 . THE PERCENTAGE OF 5,446 FAMILIES WITH LESS THAN THREE-
FIFTHS OF A BEDROOM PER PERSON EXPRESSING A DESIRE FOR ADDITIONAL 
BEDROOMS, AND THE PERCENTAGE OF THOSE EXPRESSING A DESIRE FOR 
ADDITIONAL BEDROOMS AND HAVING THREE-FIFTHS OR MORE OF A BED-
. ROOM PER PERSON, IN THREE IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
Percentage of families with less Percentage of those expressing a 
than three-fifths of a bedroom per desire for additional bedrooms and 
Count y person expressing a desire for ad- having three-fifths of a bedroom 
ditional bedrooms per person or more 
Owners Non-owners Owners Non-ownerB 
Davis 35.9 28.8 45.8 41.0 
Shelby 19.6 20.5 38.3 39.4 
Sioux 6.2 8.8 28.6 12.1 
All 20.0 16.8 42.0 35 . 2 
Total, both owners 
and non-owners 18 . 1 38.3 
as much or more space than three-fifths of a bedroom per per-
son. Many of those not falling below the standard of three-fifths 
of a bedroom per person, who expressed a desire for more bed-
rooms, have small families and few bedrooms. The number of 
bedrooms desired would appear to depend on custom as well as 
upon the actual need of members for a certain amount of space 
and privacy. 
The most common rooms in the house are the kitchen, bed-
room and living room. These are found in almost all homes. 
Dining rooms are found in about three-quarters of the houses, 
the proportion in Davis and Madison being, however, only 61 
percent and 66 percent, respectively. (See table 18.) In Web-
ster County 88 percent have dining rooms. In eight of the 
townships less than 60 percent of the owners have dining rooms 
and in 21 of the townships less than 60 percent of the non-own-
ers have dining rooms. 
Owners and non-owners differ greatly with respect to bath-
rooms and basements. Bathrooms are reported by 29 percent of 
owners and 15 percent of non-owners. In fig. 14 is shown the 
percentage of townships with a specified proportion of owners 
and non-owners having a bathroom. In 83 percent of the town-
ships 25 percent or more of the owners have bathrooms, but in 
only about 17 percent of the townships is this true of the non-
owners. In no township did 45 percent of the non-owners have 
bathrooms; while in nearly 14 percent of the townships 45 per-
cent or more of the owners reported bathrooms. 
Basements are the rule except in Davis, Sioux and Madison 
counties; the proportions for these are 25, 39 and 43 percent, r e-
spectively. In 30 percent of the townships less than 50 percent 
of the non-owners have basements. The corresponding propor-
tion for owners is 17 percent. 
The relative scarcity of close-ts in some counties is rather sur-
V) 
Q.. 
100 
I 80 
\I) 
z (S 60 
I-'-
l.L 
o 
w 40 
\.9 
~ 
z 20 w 
u 
cr 
g;: a 
a 
332 
---Owners ------ - Non- owners 
~ '~ 
I 
r\ ~ I " I , 
\ \ ~ \ , , I , I , , \ , I 
I \ , , ~ I , I , \ I 
\ Houses Houses \ 
with Bat hrooms with Basements I 
\ \ I \ 
\ \ , \ , , 
'--
20 40 60 80 a 20 40 60 80 10 0 
PERCE NTAGE OF HOUSES WITHIN TOWNSHIP 
Fig. 14. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
conveniences (cumulated downward). 
pnsmg. Only 62 percent of the homes in Davis County report 
any closets. 
The absence of storage space for fruits and vegetables on even 
a small proportion of the farms, and the apparent lack of inter-
est in acquiring such space, should be a matter of some con-
cern (1) to those interested in improving the nutritional stand-
ards of farm families; and (2) to those interested in having 
farmers derive a larger part of their living from the farm. In 
8 percent of the townships less than 75 percent of the owners 
have storage space for fruits and vegetables; for non-owners the 
proportion of townships is about 11 percent.1 5 
The new room most desired by farm families appears to be 
the bathroom; 18 percent of the families reported this need. It 
is perhaps a little surprising, in view of relative scarcity of 
bathrooms, that more did not express the need for one. Those 
having a bathroom, 21 percent, and those expressing a need for 
one, 18 percent, constitute only 39 percent of the total-45 per-
cent of owner and 34 percent of non-owner families. 
WA'l'ER SUPPLY 
Except in Davis and Sioux counties families seem to be ade-
quately supplied with wells and springs. The average distance 
15 In many of the counties families reporting no storage space for fruits and vege-
tables repor ted basements. This was true, f or example, in Mitchell, Scott and Story 
counties . It was not. however. true of Dav is where a relatively sm all proportion re-
ported basements. The remarks of the enumerators suggest the reported storage space 
for fruits and vegetables in many cases is very poor. 
TABLE 25. PERCENTAGE REPORTING CERTAIN SOURCES AND MEANS OF CONVEYING WATER AND AVERAGE DISTANCE WATER 
IS CARRIED IN 18,789 HOUSES IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934.* 
------------1 Total I Owners I o~~~;s l Benton! Davis I Fayette IMadison l Mitchell l~1 Shelby I Sioux I Story IWebster 
Source of water 
Well, drilled or driven 
Have now 
Need repairsoralteratioDs 
Need new installation 
Well, dug or bored 
Have now 
Need repairs or alterations 
Nbed new installation 
Spring 
Have now 
Need repairs or alterations 
Need new installation 
Cistern 
Have now 
Need repairs or alterations 
Need new installation 
Stream 
Have now 
Means of conveying water 
Carry water 
Doing 80 
Average distance carried 
Hand pump in dwelling 
Have now 
Need repairs or alterations 
Need new installation 
Piped cold water 
Have now 
Need repairs or alterations 
Need new installation 
Piped hot water 
Have now 
Need repairs or alterations 
Need new installation 
Power other than human 
for supplying piped water 
Gas engine to pump water 
Eleotric pump 
:W:~d~iica~dmother 
(not including gravity) 
* Averages in bold face type. 
25.2 
2.3 
1.0 
47.0 
2.0 
1.4 
4.5 
0.2 
0.3 
71.3 
7.5 
8.0 
6.0 
77.4 
94.1 
32.3 
1.3 
5.3 
24.1 
1.0 
14.5 
13.6 
0.6 
12.9 
1.7 
7.6 
1.0 
7.8 
51.2 
1.7 
0.7 
48.3 
1.4 
0.9 
4.6 
0.2 
74.7 
5.5 
6.2 
5.6 
71.2 
76.6 
33.9 
0.8 
4.8 
31.8 
0.9 
12.6 
20.4 
0.6 
11.8 
2.3 
12 . 1 
1.2 
8.8 
52.9 
2.8 
1.2 
46.1 
2.5 
1.7 
4.5 
0.3 
0.4 
68.2 
9.0 
9.4 
6.2 
82.4 
106.6 
31.0 
1.6 
5.8 
17.9 
1.1 
16.1 
8.1 
0.7 
13.8 
1.2 
4.1 
0.8 
6.1 
62.0 
2.8 
0.8 
41.1 
2.0 
0.4 
2.4 
0.1 
81.9 
10.1 
2.3 
3.6 
71.8 
73.7 
31.8 
1.1 
0.2 
30.5 
1.1 
1.2 
18.4 
0.9 
0.5 
0.8 
11. 7 
3.6 
5.4 
0.6 
0.6 
85.7 
4.3 
3.8 
3.0 
0.1 
1.4 
75.4 
6.5 
10.2 
0.8 
91.8 
126.5 
17.5 
0.8 
26.1 
9.1 
1.0 
30.0 
6.8 
1.0 
29.5 
2.0 
3.2 
3.1 
93.2 
4.7 
0.5 
6.6 
0.4 
4.9 
0.1 
66.6 
6.1 
1.1 
7.2 
85.5 
88.1 
35.2 
0.9 
0.3 
16.4 
0.8 
0.2 
10.8 
0.4 
0.1 
2.6 
8.1 
1.2 
14.7 
0.5 
0.6 
82.2 
3.2 
3.3 
12 . 6 
0.3 
0.4 
40.3 
4.9 
18.1 
1.3 
77.2 
109.0 
19.3 
0.8 
9 . 9 
21.8 
1.7 
25.5 
9.5 
0.6 
18.3 
2.4 
4.5 
2.0 
11.3 
93.7 
2.6 
0.7 
7.9 
0.5 
0.4 
5.4 
0.3 
0.3 
67.8 
7.2 
7.1 
14.9 
93.1 
73.6 
47.4 
2.7 
5.0 
18.3 
0.7 
7.3 
15.7 
0.8 
7.5 
2.1 
7.3 
2.6 
5.1 
79.4 
4.1 
1.1 
20.0 
0.8 
1.1 
2.8 
0.1 
73.7 
8.1 
2.5 
5.3 
55.1 
78.0 
19.4 
0.5 
1.4 
40.9 
0.8 
8.3 
15.6 
0.4 
7.4 
1.6 
7.9 
5.2 
16.1 
31.7 
0.9 
0.6 
68.5 
2.1 
0 .8 
4.3 
0.1 
0.1 
64.8 
5.1 
16.1 
3.7 
63.9 
74.4 
26.3 
0.4 
2.9 
37.8 
1.6 
41.0 
19.1 
1.2 
42.2 
1.9 
5.0 
0.6 
13.0 
30.3 
1.2 
0.8 
60.4 
1.4 
0.8 
2.1 
0.1 
0.1 
90.5 
8.2 
2.4 
4.2 
66.9 
135.9 
41.7 
0.9 
3.4 
22.7 
0.7 
8.3 
10.6 
0.3 
4.3 
0.7 
6.3 
7.9 
65.6 
4.0 
2.8 
38.8 
3.2 
1.7 
6.4 
0.1 
0.3 
74.1 
12.0 
11.8 
18.3 
82.0 
99 . 7 
39.2 
2.6 
5.3 
24.0 
1.0 
22.1 
16.2 
0.6 
19.6 
0.9 
11.0 
9.8 
42.7 
1.5 
1.4 
59.1 
3.0 
2.1 
1.3 
0.2 
0.6 
76.4 
5.7 
9.6 
0.5 
91. 7 
89.1 
43.0 
2.1 
4.3 
15.4 
0.4 
6.0 
11.1 
0.3 
4.7 
1.9 
9.7 
2.0 
CI.:) 
CI.:) 
CI.:) 
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TABLE 26. THE PERCENTAGE CARRYING WATER A SPECIFIED DISTANCE, 
OF THE 8,759 FAMILIES WHO CARRY IT, IN 5 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
Distance 
Total five I Davis Mitchell I Scott I Sioux I Story 
water carrie-d _~_'ln~ ____ '__ I __ I _ _ 
(feet) Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
Own- own- Own- own- Own- own- Own- Own- Own- own- Own- own-
ers era era era era era ers era era ers ers ers 
- --- ------- -----------
1-24 36.8 29.2 55.6 47.2 28.2 23.0 38.6 27.5 32.3 31.8 25.1 21. 5 
25-49 16.3 16.0 10.5 11.8 17.6 18.5 23.1 21.4 13.9 8.2 18.1 21.2 
50-99 18.8 20.5 8.3 9.9 28 . 6 26.8 18.1 18.5 13.3 16.7 24.7 26.0 
100-149 13.2 12.8 6.7 7.1 16.1 13.3 11.0 14.0 16.8 14.3 16.7 14.1 
150-199 5.4 7.0 3.0 4.9 4.6 8.0 3 . 7 6.5 10.0 7.9 7.6 7.0 
200-299 4.4 6.6 5.0 3.4 3.9 7.1 1.9 5.9 7.2 10.7 4.2 4.8 
300-499 3.2 4.4 6.2 6.8 0.8 2.1 3.0 3.9 3.1 5.8 2.6 3.7 
500-999 1.5 2.0 3.7 5.7 0.1 1.0 0.4 1.5 2.4 2.2 0.6 0.6 
1, 000-2 , 000 0.4 0.9 0.7 2.3 0.1 0.2 - 0.7 0.7 1.4 0.2 0.4 
2, 000 and over 0.1 0.6 0.3 0.9 - - 0.2 0.2 - 1.1 0.2 0.6 
- - ,--------,--
100.1 1100 . 0 100.11100 . 0 
--
All 100.1 100.0\100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1
100.0 99.9 
water is carried is highest for these two counties. Springs are 
still a source of water for almost one family in every 20. These 
are probably not relied on to any great extent, however; many 
families reporting springs also have wells. 
A cistern was defined as any receptacle for rain water, in-
cluding barrel or tank, either above or below ground. Even 
with this broad definition only two-thirds of the families have 
cisterns. In Madison County the proportion is as low as 40 
percent. In Sioux . County slightly over 90 percent have cis-
terns. In some cases these probably are the source of drinking 
water. Since there are so few cisterns and soft water from 
a well is not common many families apparently have no soft 
water. 
V,T ater is carried to over three-fourths of the houses; the 
average distance it is carried being 94 feet, A larger proportion 
of non-owners than owners carry water and they carry it far-
ther. In Davis, Mitchell and Webster' counties over 90 percent 
of the families carry water. For some families, however, water 
is close to the house, In Davis County 56 percent of the own-
ers who carry water and 47 p ercent of the non-owners carry it 
less than 25 feet . In Sioux County 23 percent and in Scott 
County only 9 percent of the owners carry water 150 feet or 
more, (See table 26.) 
About one-third of the families are supplied with a hand 
pump. The majority of them probably are cistern pumps, but 
a few undoubtedly supplied well water. Non-owner families arc 
almost as well supplied with hand pumps as owners. 
About one in every four families has piped cold water and 
about half of these have piped hot water also. A much higher 
proportion of owner than non-owner families has piped water. 
335 
Scott, Shelby and Benton counties have the highest proportion 
of families with piped cold water. Davis is lowest. 
In fig. 15 is shown the percentage of townships by owner and 
non-owner groups classified according to the percentage of 
families reporting hand pumps in dwelling, piped cold and 
piped hot water and kitchen sink with drain. In 64 percent of 
the townships 25 percent or more of the owners have piped cold 
water; in only 23 percent of the townships did 25 percent or 
more of the non-ovl'ners have this convenience. The difference 
between owners and non-owners with respect to hot piped water 
is even greater. In counties where the proportion having hand 
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Fig. 15. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
conveniences (cumulated downward). 
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Fig. 16. The proportion of farms having water piped into dwellings in Iowa coun· 
ties, 1930. Source: Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930. 
j 
pumps is relatively low, the proportion of families with run-
ning water is high. Davis appears to be the only county much 
interested in installing new hand pumps. 
Families used various kinds of power, other than hand power 
to provide running water. A gasoline engine, electric pump, hy-
draulic ram or windmill were reported by 24 percent of the 
owners and 12 percent of the non-owners. Scott County has 
the highest proportion and Davis the lowest of these types of 
power for pumping water. (See table 25.) 
Water piped into farm dwellings was reported in the 1930 
census of agriculture. A general picture for the state as a whole 
is shown in fig. 16. In 58 out of the 99 counties less than 20 
percent of the farms had water piped into the dwelling.16 
KITCHEN SINK WITH DRAIN 
A kitchen sink with drain is rather common. It is reported 
for 54 percent of the families surveyed: by 61 percent of the 
owners and 48 percent of the non-owners. (See table 27.) 
Those having a kitchen sink with drain plus those expressing a 
need for one constitute approximately 70 percent of all families. 
In Fayette County 67 percent of the families that reported have 
a kitchen sink with drain and in Davis County only 23 percent. 
Davis County families appear to be very conscious of their 
lack of this convenience, 45 percent report the need of having 
a sink installed. In 80 percent of the townships 50 percent or 
more of the owners had this convenience. In only 48 percent of 
,. The 1930 census of agriculture reports 24.0 percent of the Iowa farms with dwell-
ings having running water. 
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the townships this was true of non-owners. The marked differ-
ence between owners and non-owners is clearly shown in fig. 15. 
TOILET FACILITIES 
Improved outdoor toilet plus indoor chemical or flush toilets 
ar e reported by slightly more than one-quarter of the families, 
including 34 percent of the owners and 19 percent of the non-
ownersY Of all families 22 percent express the need for im-
proved toilet facilties of some kind. In Scott County .42 per-
-Owners ----- Non-owners . 
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Fig. 17. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
conveniences (cumulated downward). 
17 An improved outdoor toilet is defined as one having a f\y-till:ht receptacle with 
provision for periodic removal of waste. 
TABLE 27. PERCENTAGE REPORTING KITCHEN SINK WITH DRAIN, TOILET FACILITIES, BATHROOM FIXTURES, AND DISPOSAL 
OF SEWAGE FOR 18,789 HOUSES IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
Non-
Total Owners owners Benton Davis Fayette Madison Mitchell Scott Shelby Sioux Story Webster 
----
----
----
--------
----------------
--------
Kitchen sink with drain 
Have now 53.8 61.1 48.0 58.0 23.3 67.1 38.0 65.1 51.6 53.5 54.5 59.4 60.9 
Need repairs or alterations 2.5 1.7 3.1 3.0 1.4 1.7 2.7 4.4 1.0 1.3 1.3 5.2 2.8 
Need new installation 16.0 13.0 18.4 2.0 44.9 0.4 31.6 5.8 7.9 32.7 9.2 18.5 14.8 
Toilet facilities 
Improved outdoor toilet 
Have now 10.3 11.3 9.6 17.4 12.9 8.3 4.4 11.1 21. 5 1.1 14.4 3.8 9.3 
Need repairs or alterations 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.1 - 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.2 
Need new installation 3.3 2.7 3.8 0.6 8.0 - 7.2 5.0 1.3 0.1 0.3 7.6 5.0 
Unimproved outdoor toilet 
Have now 79.5 73.3 84.3 70.2 76.9 84.4 87.4 82.8 65.3 84.0 77.8 82.6 83.0 
Indoor chemical toilet 
Have now 0.7 1.0 0.4 0.7 0.4 1.0 0.4 1.3 1.1 0.2 0.7 0.3 0.5 
Need repairs or alterations - - - - - 0.1 - 0.1 - - - - -
Need new installation 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.1 1.2 - 0.4 0.1 - 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.4 
Indoor flush toilet 
Have now 14.8 22.1 9.0 19.6 7.6 11.4 11.1 13.7 20.5 19.2 13.6 17 .8 11.2 
Need repairs or alterations 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.4 1.0 0.7 0.6 0.6 
Need new installation 18.7 16.8 20.2 0.8 31.9 0.1 32.3 7.9 10.6 54.6 9.9 27.1 19.2 
Bathroom fixtures 
Tub 
Have now 18.8 27.0 12.3 23.4 11.5 16.6 15.4 19.8 21.6 24.5 15.4 21.3 16.4 
Need repairs or alterations 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.2 
Need new installation 20.1 17.7 21.9 0.6 47.2 0.3 35.6 7 . 6 11.1 45.3 11.6 27.4 21.7 
Shower 
Have now 2.3 3.8 1.1 1.8 1.9 1.1 3.3 2.0 2 . 0 5.0 1.4 3.0 1.5 
Need repairs or alterations - - - - - 0.1 0.1 - - 0.2 0.1 - 0.1 
Need new installation 7.8 7.2 8.3 - 27.1 - 14.2 4.8 2.3 16.3 1.1 12. 5 4.9 
Lavatory 
Have now 15.3 22.6 9.5 20.1 8.8 12.3 11.9 15.3 19 .5 20.3 13.1 17.8 11.7 
Need repairs or alterations 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.6 0 . 2 
Need new installation 19.7 17.8 21.2 0.9 46.2 0.2 34.2 7.9 11. 5 45.1 10.5 28.5 19.6 
w 
w 
00 
TABLE 27. CONTINUED. 
Disposal of sewalte 
Septic tank 
Have now 7.0 11.0 3.9 12.0 0.5 5.0 5.5 7.0 14.4 6.2 4.3 8.6 5.6 
Need repairs or alterations 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 - 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 - 0.1 -
Need new installation 2.7 2.8 2.7 0.1 3.1 0.1 1.8 3.3 8.5 6.4 0.2 3.8 1.8 
Cess pool 
Have now 20.0 23.3 17.4 18.6 2.0 17.0 8.1 21.1 15.9 39.5 41.8 18.5 12.3 
Need repairs or alterations 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.6 - 0.3 0.1 1.5 0.5 1.4 1.4 0.9 0.2 
Need new installation 6.2 5 .0 7.1 0.2 1.8 0.2 6.7 5.9 1.0 27.1 11.1 3.8 2.8 
Stream 
Have now . 8.6 9.5 8.0 3.8 4.6 8.0 5.6 12.4 3.9 3.0 1.0 12.3 32 . 9 
Need repairs or alterations 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 - - 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 
Need new installation 1.3 0.7 1.7 - 2.9 - 1.8 0.2 3.2 1.4 - - 4.1 
Surface 
Have now* 39.0 35.5 41. 7 47.7 24.2 71.5 30.2 49 . 5 57.0 9.7 54.9 29.4 13.2 
*In Fayette and Sioux counties Borne kind of sewage disposal was reported for all families; the enumerators checked as surface sewage disposal water car-
ried out and thrown on the grounds. In other counties sewage was checked only where waste was emptied from a drain. 
~ 
~ 
<:D 
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cent of the families report improved outdoor toilets or chemi-
calor flush toilets; an additional 12 percent express a desire 
for these. In Davis County 2.6 percent of the families report 
no toilet of any kind. (See table 27.) In fig. 17 is shown the 
difference by townships in owner and non-owner families re-
porting flush toilets. 
BATHROOM FIXTURES18 
Less than one in every five families reported a bathtub; and 
an additional one-fifth expressed a need for one. Bathtubs for 
owners are more than twice as common as for non-owners. In 
58 percent of the townships 25 percent or more of the owners 
reported a bathtub; this was true for non-owners in about 5 
percent of the townships. Very few families have showers. More 
express a need for one than at present have one. Less than 
one family in six has a lavatory. A slightly higher proportion 
express a need for one. Owners are much better supplied than 
non-owners. (See fig. 17.) 
DISPOSAL OF SEWAGE 
For disposing of sewage 36 percent of the families have a 
cesspool, septic tank or streamY Surface drainage is relied on 
for all other disposal of sewage. Benton and Scott counties are 
highest in percentage having septic tanks, the proportion of 
houses having these being 12 and 14 percent, respectively. Less 
than 1 percent of the houses in Davis County have septic tanks. 
Sioux and Shelby Counties have the highest proportion of houses 
having cesspools; the proportion in both counties being about 40 
percent. Sewage disposal facilities are poorest in Davis County; 
69 percent of the families are without any system for discharge 
of waste from a plumbing system. Madison comes second with 
51 percent of families carrying all waste water from the house. 
In 45 percent of the townships for owners and only 12 percent 
for non-owners at least 50 percent of the families have septic 
tanks or cesspools. (See fig. 17.) 
LIGHTING FACILITIES 
Kerosene lamps supply light in almost three-quarters of the 
homes. They are used by less than 60 percent of the owners 
and nearly 84 percent of the non-owners. Davis County ranks 
highest and Scott County lowest in their use. Acetylene and 
piped gafl are little used. The two counties most frequently 
using these are Madison and Sioux; the proportion of these are 
6.6 and 5. 9 percent, respectively. (See table 28.) 
Either a home electric plant or power line is reported by 
18 In the 1930 census, running water piped in the bathroom was reported for 14.6 
percent of the Iowa farms. 
10 A septic tank is a water-tight receptacle with provisions for disposal of liquid 
outflow. A cesspool is an excavated receptacle from which sewage seeps away into 
adjacent soil. 
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Fig. 18. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
conveniences (cumulated downward). 
27 percent of the families. The difference between owners and 
non-owners is very striking; 39 percent of the owners have 
electricity and only 17 percent of the non-owners. (See also fig. 
1S.) Home plants are most common in Benton and Mitchell 
counties and electric power line connection in Scott, Webster 
and Story counties. People on the whole are much more in-
terested in having power line than in installing a home electric 
Fig. 19. Percentage of farms having dwellings lighted by electricity in Iowa coun-
ties, 1930. Source: United States Census of Ag riculture, 1930. 
TABLE .28. PERCENTAGE REPORTING CERTAIN LIGHTING AND HEATING FACILITIES IN 18,789 HOUSES 
IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934.* 
Total I Non- I Owners ~ Benton Davis Fayette Madison Mitcbell Scott Shelby I Sioux Story Iwebster 
- - - -----
Lill,htinll, facilities 
Kerosene or gasoline lamps 
Have now 73.1 59.8 83.6 69.3 89.9 76.7 83 .8 77.7 5l.0 75.1 7l.6 70.3 67.6 
Need new 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.9 l.8 - l.0 l.1 0.1 0.5 0.2 l.0 0.6 
Acetylene lamps 
Have now 2.6 3.8 l.6 2.1 l.9 l.3 4 . 6 2 . 2 3.1 3.3 4.7 0.6 l.6 
Need repairs 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.4 0.9 0 . 2 0.7 0.4 0.6 0 . 1 0.3 
Need new installation 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.3 - - 0.1 - - 0.1 
Piped gas 
Have now 0.6 0.8 0.4 0.1 0.7 0.1 2.0 0.5 0.6 0.2 l.2 0.5 0.3 
Need repairs 0.1 0.1 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.5 - - 0.1 - 0.2 0.1 
Need new installation 0.1 0.1 - 0.1 0.1 - 0.3 - 0.1 - - 0.1 -
Home electric plant 8.7 Have now 1l.7 17.7 6.9 17.4 8.4 9.8 15.9 11.7 13.6 13.0 8.5 8.2 
Need repairs or alterations l.1 l.2 l.0 l.3 l.4 0.8 0.9 l.6 0.4 l.9 l.3 l.2 0.4 
Need new installation 3 . 5 3.2 3.7 0.6 12.5 0.3 1l.6 l.7 0.4 3.0 l.6 3.2 2.1 
Power line 
Have now 15.3 2l.0 10.5 13.7 3.5 15.5 5.0 6.7 36.1 11.0 11.7 23.2 24.5 
Need repairs or alterations 0.1 0.1 0.1 - - 0.5 0.1 - 0.4 - 0.1 0.2 0.1 
Need installation 1l.6 10 . 0 13.0 0.6 18.9 - 17.7 8 . 9 6.1 36.3 6.2 12.8 11.4 
Average distance to power 
line of houses not having 
(miles) 2.4 2.4 2 .3 2 . 1 4.2 1.5 4 .6 2.4 1.1 2.4 2 . 3 1.1 1.2 
~ 
~ 
l\:) 
TABLE 28. CONTINUED. 
Heatin~ facilities 
Fireplaces 
Have now 0.8 1.0 0.6 0.6 1.6 0.2 1.7 
Need repairs or alterations - - - - - - 0.1 
Need new installation 0.7 0.9 0.6 - 3.7 - 0.2 
Stoves 
Have now 61. 9 53.6 68.5 57.6 82.8 60.8 77.9 
Need repairs 0.9 0.7 1.0 1.1 2.6 0.5 0.9 
Need new installation 1.0 0.7 1.2 1.6 2.6 - 1.1 
Circulating heater 
Have now 19.7 16.9 21. 9 23.1 17.2 12.0 12.3 
Need repairs 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 - 0 . 1 
Need new installation 1.4 1.1 1.6 0.3 7.1 - 2 . 4 
Pipeless furnace 
Have now 5.7 7.1 4.5 6.2 3.1 8.2 3.5 
Need repairs or alterations 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Need new installation 1.9 1.6 2.2 0.1 5 .4 0.2 3.2 
Piped warm air, steam or 
water furnace 
Have now 23.7 33.1 16.2 27.4 9.4 25.1 12.4 
Need repairs 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.6 0.9 1.4 0.8 
Need new installation 7.5 6.8 8.1 0.6 11.7 0 . 6 11.5 
*Averages in bold face type . 
0.5 1.1 0.3 
- 0.1 -
- 0.5 1.7 
70.8 51.8 58.5 
1.3 0.4 0.8 
1.5 0.4 0.9 
18.4 8.9 16.5 
- 0 . 1 0.1 
0.3 0.2 0.9 
8.1 5.2 4.3 
0.4 0.2 0.3 
0.4 0.5 4.9 
20.3 47.6 23.7 
1.3 2.3 1.0 
5.5 5.8 25.4 
0.1 1.4 
- 0.1 
- 1.6 
53.5 62.0 
0.2 0.9 
0.2 0.8 
41.2 19.0 
- 0.1 
0.4 2 . 6 
5.2 8.0 
0.2 0 . 9 
1.5 2.8 
22.7 21.1 
0.7 2.7 
2.2 9.0 
0 . 4 
-
0.1 
49.4 
0 . 5 
0.7 
24.8 
-
1.1 
4 . 4 
0.2 
1.0 
25 . 7 
2.0 
4.4 
w 
""" 
W 
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TABLE 29. THE PERCENTAGE OF 8,554 FARM HOUSES NOT HAVING POWER 
LINE WHICH ARE A SPECIFIED DISTANCE FROM POWER LINE, IN FIVE IOWA 
COUNTIES, CLASSIFIED BY OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS, 1934. 
All Benton Madison Mitchell Shelby Wehster 
Distance from ----------------- -------
power line Non - Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
(miles) Own- QWD- Own- own- Own- own- Own- own- Own- own- Own- own-
ers ers ers ers ers ers ers ers ers ers ers ers 
----------------------
0-0.4 12.9 14.6 8.7 13.5 5.9 5.0 18.3 17.4 8.6 9.2 29.3 29.7 
0.5-0.9 10.5 9.8 12 .3 9.0 3.5 3 .6 9.2 10.3 11.5 8.4 19.8 18 .8 
1. 0-1. 9 20.9 22.5 24.8 29 . 1 11.1 7.8 19.9 24.2 23.2 23.3 28.9 27.5 
2.0-3.9 28.3 27.5 38.2 32.7 22.2 21.9 23 . 8 24.4 38.4 37.5 15 .6 18 .3 
4.O-over 27.4 25.6 15.9 15.6 57.3 61.7 28 .8 23.6 18.3 21.6 6 . 5 5.7 
plant. In only two counties, Davis and Madison, are people much 
interested in home plants. 
In Davis and Madison counties the average distance to the 
power line of those not having power line is greater than in any 
other county surveyed. The average distance varies from 1.1 
miles in Story County to 4.6 miles in Madison. 
In table 29 is shown for five Iowa counties the percentage of 
houses not having a power line, which are specified distances 
from one.20 In Madison County 57 percent of the owners and 
62 percent of the non-owners are 4 miles or more from the power 
line; in Webster County the proportions are 6.5 and 5.7 percent 
respectively. 
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PERCENTAGE OF HOU5E,C. WITH I N TOWNSHI P 
Fig. 20. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
conveniences (cumulated downward). 
20 The county in each area with highest average distance to power line was selected. 
For this analysis, the south-central livestock and southern pasture areas were combined. 
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A picture for the whole state of farmers' dwellings lighted 
by electricity is shown in fig. 19.21 In 41 out of 99 of the coun-
ties in 1930, 22 percent or more of the farm dwellings were 
lighted with electricity. 
HEATING FACILITIES 
Few families have fireplaces and there is little expressed need 
for them. Stoves are the common means of heating. Scott is the 
only county where central heating is reported for over 50 per-
cent of the families. 2 2 In Davis County only about 12 percent 
have central heating. Piped warm air, steam or water furnace 
is more in demand than any other type of heating. (See table 
28.) Stoves are more widely used b'y non-owners than owners. 
The latter more frequently have central heating. (See fig. 20.) 
REFRIGERATION FACILI'fIES 
Of the owners 18 percent have an ice refrigerator and 4 per-
cent have a mechanical refrigerator; for non-owners only 13 per-
cent have ice and 1.3 percent mechanical refrigerators. In 27 
percent of the townships for owners and 16 percent for non-
owners do 25 percent or more of the families have ice refrigera-
tors. (See fig. 21.) In Scott County one family in every four 
has an ice refrigerator and slightly more than 1 in 20 has a 
mechanical refrigerator. It is rather surprising that Fayette 
and Mitchell counties, both in the dairy area, should be lowest 
in proportion reporting ice and mechanical refrigeration. More 
families expressed a desire for new mechanical refrigeration than 
for ice refrigeration. The majority of families, however, do not 
have either of these means of caring for food, nor is there any 
widespread, conscious need for them. (See table 30.) 
COOKING FACILITIES 
A stove burning wood or coal is the common means of cook-
ing. In Scott and Davis counties, however, approximately 8 
percent of the families do not have one. These two counties 
have the highest proportion of kerosene or gasoline stoves. In 
Scott County 4 percent of the families report an electric stove. 
In this respect Scott County is much above any of the others. 
Gas stoves are very little used. The proportion is highest in 
Mitchell County, where it is 4 percent. 
21 The 1930 census of agriculture reports for Iowa 21.4 percent of the farmers' 
dwellings lighted with electricity; 27. 0 percent of the houses surveyed were lighted 
with electricity. The difference may be in part accounted for by two things: (1) 
new installations since 1930; (2) the 1930 census reports percentages by farms and 
not by dwellings. 
22 Central heating. as interpreted here . includes the pipeless furnace and piped 
warm air. steam or water. 
TABLE 30. PERCENTAGE REPORTING CERTAIN REFRIGERATION AND COOKING FACILITIES, IN 18,789 HOUSES, IN 10 IOWA 
COUNTIES, 1934. 
Total I Owners Non- I I owners Benton Davis Fayette I Madison 
--------
Mitchell l~1 Shelby I Sioux Story Iw ebster 
Refrigeration facilities 
Ice refrigeration 
Have now 15. 1 17.8 13.0 16.0 12.1 9.0 15.1 8.8 25.0 18 .8 7.5 22.4 16.5 
Need repairs 0.2 0.3 0 .2 0 . 1 0.3 - 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.3 - 0.3 0.2 
Need new installation 5.2 4.1 6.0 0.2 11.7 - 13.6 1.6 1.2 6.4 4 .0 5.4 8.9 
Mechanical refrigeration 
Have now 2.5 4.0 1.3 3. 9 0.3 1.1 2.2 0.6 5.5 3.1 1.6 3.4 2.4 
Need repairs - - 0 . 1 - - - 0.2 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.2 0.1 
Need new installation 6.5 6.9 6.2 0.2 16.3 - 8.0 4.8 2 . 2 19.9 0.7 11. 0 5.2 
Cookin~ facilities 
Wood or coal stoves 
Have now 95.4 94.5 96.1 97.2 92.0 94.8 93. 5 94.9 91.2 98.5 98 .0 94.6 97.7 
Need repairs 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.3 2.4 0.1 0.6 1.9 1.8 2.6 0. 5 1.8 1.4 
Need new installation 2 .2 2.3 1.8 1.4 3.7 0.1 1.5 2.6 2 .1 5. 0 0.5 2.8 3.2 
Kerosene or gasoline stoves 
Have now 49. 2 51.8 47.1 41.9 62.0 51.8 1;7.3 53.0 59.1 40.7 56.9 47.0 27.5 
Need repairs 1.8 1.9 1. 8 1.7 3.0 0 .4 1.8 3.2 1.6 1.3 2.5 1.6 1.5 
Need new installation 5.1 4.4 5. 7 0 .9 11.0 0 . 1 7 .2 5.2 2.8 11 .3 3.4 7. 8 3.0 
Gas stove 
Have now 1.9 2.8 1.2 1.5 1.3 0.9 2.3 3.8 3.0 1.8 1.0 2.7 1.1 
Need repairs - - - - 0.1 0.1 - 0.1 0.1 - - 0.1 -
Need new installation 0. 2 0.3 0 . 1 - 0.1 - 0.5 - - - 0.5 - 0.4 0 . 3 
E lectric Stove 
Have now 0 .9 1.5 0.4 1.2 0.3 0.9 0.2 0.4 3.7 0.3 0.2 1.4 0.5 
Need repairs - - - - - 0.1 0.1 - 0.1 - - - -
Need new installation 0.5 0.6 0.5 - 1.4 - 0.3 0.1 0 .2 2.5 - 1.2 0 .1 
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PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES WITHIN TOWNSHIP 
Fig. 21. Percentage of townships having a g iven proportion of houses with certain 
co nveniences (cumu lated downward) . 
LAUNDRY FACILITIES 
Families reportcd whether the laundry is done out-of-doors, 
in the kitchen, in the basement or in a special room on the same 
level as the kitchen. The last is the most common arrangement. 
Almost as many, however, wash in the kitchen, and a smaller 
proportion wash out-of-doors and in the basement. (See table 
31. ) Washing in the kitchen occurs most frequently in Davis 
County and least frequently in Sioux. In Sioux County a very 
high proportion do the laundry in a special room on the same 
level as the kitchen. 
Very few families have fixed laundry tubs, and little desire is 
expressed for them. Power washing machines are in high favor; 
more than two-thirds of the owners and a little over 60 percent 
of the non-owner s have them. Sioux County rates highest in 
this convenience, 81 percent of the families having one. Davis 
is at the bottom with only one in three families having a power 
washing machine. In the 10 counties more than one in five 
fami lies have a hand machine. Less than 1 percent, however, 
expressed a desire for a new one. Power washing machines alone 
are in demand. About 14 percent of the families report no 
washing machine. See fig. 22 for difference between owners 
and non-owners by townships with respect to laundry facilities. 
INDEXES OF LABOR-SAVING FACILITIES23 
A general measure of labor-saving facilities is given in fig . 23 
and table 32. Included here are structural facilities like plumb-
TABLE 31. PERCENTAGE REPORTING CERTAIN LAUNDRY FACILITIES IN 18,789 HOUSES, IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
I Non- I I Fayette I Madison Sioux I Story Total Owners owners Benton Davis Mitchell Scott Shelby Webster 
------
Laundry facilities 
Where done 
Out-of-doors 14.8 12.6 16.5 17.8 11 .8 8.8 19 .4 27.1 8.6 13 .5 10.3 19.8 10.4 
In Kitchen 37.0 33.4 40.0 33.9 65.1 51.6 46 . 7 50.8 28.3 19.4 11.3 36.2 36.6 
Need repairs - - - - - - 0.1 - - 0.1 - - 0.1 
Need new installation 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 - 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 
In basement 18.8 25.7 13.4 21.8 11 .0 14.1 12.4 15.5 29.5 19.4 21.9 19.1 21.8 
Need repairs 0.1 0.1 0.1 - - - - 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.3 
Need new installation 1.2 1.1 1.3 0.1 1.6 - 0.4 - 0.4 5.9 0.6 1.8 1.3 
In special room on same 
level as ki tchen 38.1 36.2 39.7 44.3 25.7 27.1 35.9 36.0 34.6 50.5 55.8 34.5 30 . 7 
Need repairs 0.4 0 . 2 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.1 0 . 2 0.2 0.3 1.1 0.5 0.7 0 .6 
Need new installation 1.6 1.0 2.0 0.1 5.9 - 2.8 0.1 0.5 3.0 0.9 1.4 1.9 
Equipment 
Fixed laundry tubs 
Have now 2.6 3.4 1.9 2.1 4.5 1.2 4.9 1.5 3.1 3.1 0.6 4.1 0.9 
Need repairs 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 - - 0.1 
Need new installation 1.7 1.5 1.9 - 1.4 - 0 . 6 0.1 0.5 7.4 0.1 5.9 1.0 
Power washing machine 
Have now 63.5 67.3 60 . 6 68.5 32.3 56.3 52.9 53.6 71.4 72.5 80.6 68 .4 69.5 
Need repairs 1.7 1.7 1.6 2.1 2.5 0.9 1.8 2.0 1.2 2.5 0.8 1.9 0 . 9 
Need new installation 9 .0 7.4 10.1 2.8 30.8 0.5 14 . 5 5.1 4.9 18 . 8 2.8 10.9 4.5 
Hand washing machine 
Have now 22.1 19.5 24.3 20.6 31.0 22.4 32.5 27.5 14.6 22.5 15.3 18.8 18 .7 
Need repairs 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3 1.1 0.2 0.6 1.0 0 . 2 . 0.3 0.1 0.5 0 . 5 
Need new installation 0.8 0 . 6 1.0 1.5 1.8 0.2 1.1 1.7 0.2 0.5 0 . 2 0.6 0 . 7 
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PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES WITHIN TOWNSHIP 
Fig. 22. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
conveniences (cumulated dOWnWal"d). 
ing systems and also movable facilities, such as power washing 
machines. 24 
Among the owners, Story County stands ' at the top, with 
Sioux and Scott counties much the same; Fayette, Madison and 
Davis counties, especially the last, are much below the average. 
Scott ranks relatively high for non-owners. Davis is relatively 
23 Since the indexes here discussed are based on what people have, it is felt t hat 
comparison among counties is entirely satisfactory. 
24 The percentage reporting the following were grouped, added and averaged: (1) 
hand pump in dwelling, gasoline engine, electric pump, hydraulic ram or windmill ; 
(2) piped cold water; (3) piped hot water; (4) kitchen sink with drain; (5) septic 
tank, cesspool or stream for sewage disposal; (6) home electric plant or power line; 
(7) ice or mechanical refrigeration; (8) kerosene, gasoline. gas or e lectric stoves; 
(9) power washing machine. Conveniences connected with water are rat her h eavily 
represented. 
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low, and Madison is a close second. In the other counties the 
non-owners are much the same. Scott is unique because of the 
relatively small difference between owners and non-owners. The 
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Fig. 23. Index of labor-saving facilities. 
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TABLE 32. INDEX OF LABOR-SAVING DEVICES FOR 8,298 OWNER AND 10,491 
NON-OWNER HOUSES AND THE PERCENTAGE BY WHICH THE OWNERS EX-
CEED THE NON-OWNERS IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
Index Percentage by which 
County owners exceed 
Owners Non-owners non-owners 
Benton 47.4 33.6 44.1 
Davis 24 .4 17.9 36.3 
Fayette 42.1 29.5 42.7 
Madison 36.0 25.5 41.2 
Mitchell 45.8 31.6 44.9 
Scott 49.5 39.1 26.6 
Shelby 48.0 34.4 39.5 
Sioux 50.1 34.4 45.6 
Story 52.7 35.6 48.0 
Webster 46.1 33.3 38.4 
All 44.4 32.6 36.2 
difference is relatively great in Story, Sioux and Mitchell coun-
ties. 
Difference in housing among the counties and between own-
ers and non-owners can be more clearly seen by limiting the in-
dex of labor-saving facilities to those which are a part of the 
house structure. Such an index is shown in table 33.25 A com-
parison of the facts presented in tables 32 and 33 reveals some 
striking differences. In general, the difference between own-
ers and non-owners, measured by the second index, is consid-
erably greater than when measured by the first. Non-owners 
have supplied themselves more fully with refrigerators and wash-
ing machines than landlords have provided them with struc-
tural conveniences. In general labor-saving facilities the owners 
exceed the non-owners by 36 percent; for the labor savers which 
are a part of the house structure, the difference is 50 percent. 
TABLE 33. INDEX OF LABOR-SAVING FACILITIES WHICH ARE PART OF THE 
HOUSE STRUCTURE AND PERCENTAGE BY WHICH OWNERS EXCEED NON-
OWNERS, FOR 8,298 OWNER AND 10,491 NON-OWNER HOUSES IN 10 IOWA 
COUNTIES, 1934. 
Index Percentage by which 
County owners exceed 
Owners Non-owners non-owners 
Benton 46.8 29.7 57.4 
Davis 16.9 10.6 59.1 
Fayette 40.6 26.3 54 . 5 
Madison 30 . 2 18. 5 63.3 
Mitchell 46.9 29.2 60.7 
Scott 45 .0 32.3 39.1 
Shelby 46.8 26.8 53.1 
Sioux 48.4 28.2 71.5 
Story 51.2 31.2 64.5 
Webster 48.8 30.8 57.8 
All 42.4 28.3 50.0 
!!5 This index differs from the one in table 32 in that refrigerators, stoves and 
washing machines are omitted. 
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Except that the index of structural conveniences is somewhat 
lower for the non-owners than the owners, the two indexes show 
much the same conditions with two exceptions. In Davis Coun-
ty, the index of structural facilities for both owners and non-
owners is very much lower than the general index of labor savers. 
This indicates that Davis County families are much better sup-
plied with such movable facilities as kerosene stoves and power 
washing machines than with piped cold water and sewage dis-
posal. Davis has the lowest average value of dwelling. Madison 
is second lowest, and its index of structural conveniences is also 
relatively low for all families. Sioux and Shelby appear to be 
in a class by themselves with respect to the great difference be-
tween owners and non-owners. High tenancy in both these coun-
ties over a long period of years would partly account for this 
difference. Other counties have, however, almost as high, if 
not a higher proportion of tenancy. Another reason is sug-
gested. Sioux and Shelby happen to be the two counties sur-
veyed having the highest proportion of foreign-born white fam-
ilies in the rural farm population. A great many of them are 
probably on tenant farms. 
LANDSCAPING OF THE HOUSE 
Facts hav!' been obtained which afford a very meager glimpse 
of the house surroundings. A little more than 5 percent report 
no surface drainage; about 18 percent report no lawn estab-
lished. The counties with the lowest proportion having lawn 
established are Sioux, Madison and Shelby; these are all below 
80 percent. More than one in every five families report no 
plantings. Walks and drives are reported by less than two-
thirds of the families; in Davis and Fayette counties less than 
50 percent have these. Slightly more than two thirds have 
fences. In Mitchell County less than 50 percent of the families 
have fences. (See table 34.) 
The non-owners are below the owners with respect to every 
one of the important features. An interesting comparison be-
tween owners and non-owners can be made by noting the per-
centage of townships in which at least 75 percent of these have 
taken certain steps in landscaping: 
Owners 
Lawns established _____ ___ _______ 91.0 
Plantings _______________________ 83.8 
Walks and drives ____ . ____________ ·_45.4 
Fences __________________________ 46.7 
Non-owners 
64.1 
49.7 
21.5 
25.6 
Lawns and fences have relatively greet need for repairs. Need 
for new installation is high for walks, drives, fences and plant-
ings. Non-owners expressed more need for improved landscap-
ing than did owners. 
TABLE 34. PERCENTAGE REPORTING CERTAIN LANDSCAPING OF 18,789 HOUSES, IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934 
Non-
Total Owners owners Benton Davis Fayette Madison Mitchell Scott Shelby Sioux Story 
- - - ------------------------------
Landscaping of house 
. Surface drainage 
Have now 94.7 96.2 93.5 96 .9 92 .0 94 .8 88.8 96 . 2 95 .5 96 . I 95.5 95.4 
N eed repairs 5.1 3 .5 6 . 4 3 .0 6.7 2 .7 7.2 4 .6 3 . 2 10 .5 3.9 6.0 
Need new installation 1.6 1.1 1.9 0.9 2 . 5 0 .2 2 . 1 0.6 0.7 1.9 1.4 2 .0 
Lawn established 
91 :3 Have DOW 82 . 1 87.0 78 . 2 81.2 82 .3 84 . 4 76 . 2 90.0 76 . 2 69 . 2 85 . 7 
Need repairs 15 .6 9 . 1 13 . 5 10.0 14.8 3 . 2 16.0 3.4 6.1 21.0 13.2 17.3 
Need new installation 9.8 7.1 11.9 8.3 11.6 2.6 12 .9 3 .2 2 .7 24 .0 10 .2 11.6 
Plantings 
Have now 78.7 84 . 6 74.0 67.2 69.8 81.0 68.4 81.2 87 . 1 81.7 81.5 83 .5 
Need repairs 6 . 5 5 .7 7.1 0.9 8.6 1.8 9.7 3 . 2 4 . 1 14 . 1 4.0 14 .8 
Need new installation 13 . 8 11 :2 15 .9 17.1 20.5 3.7 23.9 9.3 5 .3 26 .4 7 . 8 13 .7 
Walks and drives 
Have now 62 .6 69 .3 58 .0 71.2 49 .4 37.4 54 .2 55 . 6 85.5 76.9 71.0 63 .7 
Need repairs 8.7 7 . 4 9 .7 4.3 8.6 2.3 7.7 7.6 8 . 1 18.2 4.7 17.9 
Need new installation 18.2 14 .9 20 .8 15 . 2 35 . 4 7.4 29.5 6 . 1 6 .7 23.5 11.4 19 .9 
Fences 
Have now 67 . 0 71.4 63 .8 71.9 65.1 57.6 67.6 49.1 73.4 79.4 60.8 66 .4 
Need repairs 15 .6 13 . 8 17.0 15 .7 24 .9 5 .0 20 .8 6.8 9 . 5 28 .7 12.4 17.5 
Need new installation 14.8 11.0 17.8 13.4 19. I 5 . 8 18. 6 8 . 5 6.9 19.4 13.2 21.5 
------- - -
. -
Webster 
---
95.0 
4.1 
3 . 8 
87 .6 
9.7 
9.4 
87.0 
4.7 
10 . 2 
62.0 
8 .3 
29 . 6 
78 .7 
14.4 
21.2 
CI:l 
c.n 
CI:l 
354 
-Owners ------Non-owners 
100 
80 
60 
~ 40 
:z: 
1.1) 
z 20 
S g 
-- ---', ,~ ---- :\ -, .. .. \ , 
\ \ .. \ , ~ \ , '. \ , 
\\ \'\ 
, 
\\\ Established 
, 
Plantings \ 
Lawns \ \ 
\ \ 
\ \ 
\ \ \ 
u.. 0 0 
LU 
I.!) 
~ 80 z 
LU 
U 
a: 
LU 60 ~ 
40 
20 
' .. ~ , -- .... _ ..... ~ '" ~ " " 1\ 
\ 1\ \\ \ , , ~ , \\\ '\~ 
, ~ .. ~ Walks , Fences , &- Dnves \ , , , \ 
, .. ~ ~\j 
.... o 
0204060 eo 02040 60 80100 
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES WITHIN TOWNSHIPS 
Fig. 24. Percentage of townships having a given proportion of houses with certain 
landscaping. 
HOUSING STATUS AS INFLUENCED BY AGE OF HOUSE 
Certain information for 843 houses in seven townships in 
Scott County was analyzed in order to discover recent tend-
encies in building and how conditions and facilities are affected 
by age of house.26 None of the houses built in the past 10 years 
is of stucco. (See table 35.) In this period there has been 
a marked increase in the proportion of brick houses and in the 
proportion of one-story houses. Over 50 percent of the owner 
houses built in the past 10 years are one-story. Many of those 
26 The townships included are Allen's Grove, Butler. Davenport. Lincoln, Princ:eton, 
Rockingham, Winfield. 
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built in the past 10 years are still unpainted. This is especially 
true of the non-owner houses. The rapid fall in farm prices 
probably is largely responsible. 
The condition of the house in relation to age is shown in table 
36. On the whole, the older the house the poorer is its condi-
tion. This is true for all parts of the house. The proportionate 
decline in the condition is more marked in the case of founda-
tion than of roof. The proportion of owner houses reporting 
good condition of foundation is 81 percent greater for houses 
under 10 years than it is for those 50 years and over; for roofs 
the difference is 31 percent. Repeatedly the importance of good 
roofs has been brought out. 
Doors and windows have been kept in better repair than 
screens. The time of year at which the survey was made may be 
partially responsible for this difference. June or July in con-
trast with January or February would probably have found the 
screens in better condition. 
The report would indicate that interior walls are not allowed 
to depreciate as much as exterior. This may be partly because 
of the closer relation of interior wall s 10 family living and also 
to the fact that the depreciation rate is not so great. 
For houses under 10 years of age exterior paint rates rather 
poor. Many of these houses have probably received only one 
coat of paint. The condition of houses for the non-owners is 
poorer throughout than that for the owners. Moreover, the de-
preciation of the house with age is more marked for the n011-
owners than the owners. (See table 36.) This difference in 
condition suggests that non-owner houses are more neglected than 
owner. 
TABLE 35. PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES BUILT OF CERTAIN MATERIALS AND 
NUMBER OF STORIES FOR 843 HOUSES CLASSIFIED BY AGE OF HOUSE, IN 
SEVEN TOWNSHIPS OF SCOTT COUNTY, 1934. 
Age of house 
Under 10 years 10-24 years 25-49 years 50 and oyer 
---
---
---
------------
---
Items 35 22 102 51 135 131 186 181 
own- nOI1- own- non- own- non- own- non-
ers owners ers owners ers owners ers owners 
------------
---
Building material 
Frame unpainted 8.6 13.6 0.0 3.9 0.0 3.1 2.7 2.2 
Frame painted 82.9 81.8 96.1 90.2 97.8 93.9 87.6 89.5 
Stucco 0.0 0.0 2.9 3.9 1.5 2.3 4.3 2.8 
Brick 8.6 4.5 0.0 · 0.0 0.7 0.7 3.8 1.7 
Stone or concrete 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 2.8 
Number of stories 
One story 51.4 27.3 14.7 19.6 5.2 3.1 5.4 5.0 
More than one 48.6 72.7 85.3 80.4 94.8 96.9 94.6 95.0 
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TABLE 36. PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES REPORTING GOOD OR POOR CONDI-
TION FOR CERTAIN PARTS OF THE HOUSE FOR 843 HOUSES, IN SEVEN TOWN-
SHIPS IN SCOTT COUNTY, CLASSIFIED BY AGE OF HOUSE, OWNER 
AND NON-OWNER, 1934. 
Age of house 
Items Under 10 years 10-24 years I 25-49 years 50 years and over 
---------
--5-1-1135131 
-1-35 22 102 186 181 
own- non- owo- non- own- noo- OWll- nOll-
ers owners ers ~~ owners era owners 
------
Foundation 
Good 97.2 90.9 87.3 76.5 70.4 51.9 53.8 38.1 
Poor -- 9.1 1.0 3.9 5.9 5.3 13.4 18.8 
Roof 
Good 94.3 90.9 68.6 76.5 71.9 66.4 72.0 58.0 
Poor -- 4.5 8.8 9 .8 8.1 7.6 8.6 17.1 
Doors and windows 
Good 97.2 81.8 78.4 80.4 71.9 57.3 68.3 44.2 
Poor -- 4.5 3.9 7.8 8.1 7.6 11.3 18.8 
Screens 
Good 94.3 72.7 81.4 74.5 65.2 52.7 58.6 40.9 
Poor -- -- 5.9 3.9 6 .7 7.6 14.0 20.4 
Paint ~exterior) 
Goo 74.3 54.5 56.9 54.9 51.5 35.9 40 .3 37.6 
Poor 8.6 18.2 14.7 15 .7 17.8 24.4 24.2 28.7 
Interior walls 
and ceilings 
Good 85.7 72.7 73.5 60.7 65.2 62.6 56.5 45.9 
Poor 5.7 13.6 4.9 19.6 9.6 12.2 11.3 21.0 
TABLE 37. PERCENTAGES AND AVERAGES FOR CERTAIN ITEMS FOR 843 
HOUSES, CLASSIFIED BY AGE OF HOUSE, IN SEVEN TOWNSHIPS 
OF SCOTT COUNTY, 1934.* 
Age of house 
Under 10 years 10-24 years 25-49 years 50 years and over 
Items ------------------------
35 22 102 51 135 131 186 181 
OWD- noo- owo- noo- owu- noo- OWD- nOll-
ers owners ers owners ers owners ers owners 
---
------------
---
---
Rooms in house 
Average number 5.9 6.5 7.0 6.8 7.1 7.3 7.4 7.2 
HavingroomsDotinuse -- -- 9.8 5.9 12.6 11.5 14.0 19.3 
Average number not in 
use for those reporting -- -- 2 .0 2 .7 2.6 3.3 2.9 2.9 
Wash room for farm help 17.1 4.5 24.5 13.7 11.9 13.7 11.3 17.7 
Bathroom 77.1 54.5 60.8 45.1 25.9 13.0 19 .4 10.5 
Closets 
Have now 94.3 81.8 94.1 88.2 89.6 86.3 87.1 80.1 
Average number 3.6 3.2 3 . 7 3.6 3.9 3.0 3.0 2.7 
Average number of 
regular occupants 3.5 4.4 4.0 4 . 3 4 .0 4.2 4 . 4 4 . 3 
*Averages in bold faced type. 
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The poorer condition of houses among the non-owners may 
be due in part to the fact that the average age of house is greater 
for non-owners than for owners. The poor condition of some of 
the non-owner houses below 10 years of age is reported to be due 
to failure to complete construction. 
Table 37 suggests the change in type of room which has oc-
curred in the past 50 years. The number of rooms has been 
steadily declining. Owner homes over 50 years old have 7.4 
rooms, under 10 years they have 5.9. The newer houses have 
no rooms not in use. This may be due (1) to better adjust-
ment to present family need, and (2) to better heating facili-
ties, which permit all of the rooms to be used during the winter. 
In the past 10 years the percentage having a wash room has de-
clined and a marked and consistent increase has occurred in the 
proportion having bathrooms. 
TABLE .38. PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES HAVING WATER SUPPLY AND SEWAGE 
DISPOSAL, 843 HOUSES CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO THE AGE OF HOUSE, IN 
SEVEN TOWNSHIPS IN SCOTT COUNTY, 1934. 
Under 10 years 10-24 years 25-49 years 50 years and over 
- - --------------
Items 35 22 102 51 135 131 186 181 
owo- 000- own- non- own- noo- own- non-
ers owners ers owners ers owners ers owners 
--------------
Water supply for house 
Hand pump in dwelling 22 .9 13.6 28.4 19.6 23.0 14 . 5 18.3 17 . 1 
Piped cold water 51.4 31.8 59 .8 47 . 1 37.0 30 . 5 34 .9 34.8 
Piped hot water 42 .9 22.7 33.3 33 .3 17.8 6.9 15 .6 6.1 
Lavatory in bathroom 77.1 45 . 5 75 .5 54.9 56 .3 36 .6 50 . 5 40.9 
Disposal of sewage by 
septic tank 37 . 1 13 .6 30 .4 11 . 8 8 .2 6 . 1 11.8 6.1 
New houses in Scott County are much better equipped with 
plumbing facilities than the old. Hand pumps have declined in 
importance, but both piped hot and cold water have become more 
common. Of the owner homes under 10 years of age 43 percent 
have piped hot water; for those built 50 or more years ago only 
16 percent have piped hot water. A larger percentage of non-
owner homes 10 to 24 years old have piped cold and hot water, 
hand pump in dwelling and lavatory in bathroom, than do non-
owner homes under 10 years. It may be that houses 10 to 24 
years of age now occupied by tenants were more frequently built 
by the owners for their use than were the houses under 10 years 
of age now occupied by tenants. Septic tanks are al!,o becoming 
increasingly numerous. (See table 38.) 
Certain changes in home conveniences and facilities are shown 
in table 39. Houses 10 to 24 years of age more frequently have a 
home electric plant than either the older or newer houses. The 
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TABLE 39. PROPORTION OF HOUSES HAVING CERTAIN FACILITIES FOR 843 
HOUSES, CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO AGE OF HOUSE, IN SEVEN 
TOWNSHIPS IN SCOTT COUNTY, 1934 
Under 10 years 10-24 years 2549 years 50 years and over 
------------------------
Items 35 22 102 51 135 131 186 181 
own- non- OWll- noo- own- non- own- non-
ers owners ers owners ers owners ers owners 
------
------
---
------
Home electric plant 14.3 9.1 34.3 15.7 10.4 7.6 11. 8 7.7 
Power line 45.7 45.5 37.3 29.4 38.5 19.8 40.9 24.8 
Pipeless furnace - - 8.8 3.9 5.9 2.3 10.2 3.9 
Piped warm air steam or 
water furnace 74.3 59.1 64.7 64.7 51.1 29.8 35.5 23.2 
Laundry done in 
basement 77.1 50.0 64.7 47.1 23.0 16.0 18.8 11.0 
houses under 10 years more frequently have electric power lines 
than do those in any other age group. The fact that owner and 
non-owner houses are much the same in this respect indicates 
that a power line is becoming more and more accepted as a 
necessity. 
Of the 57 houses built in the past 10 years not one has a pipe-
less furnace. Three-fourths of the owners and over half of the 
non-owners living in houses built since 1924 have piped warm 
air, steam or water furnace. Having laundry work done in the 
basement is becoming increasingly popular. 
Scott County cannot be looked upon as representative of Iowa. 
As a whole, its housing standard is very high. This is especial-
ly true of non-owner homes. The average value of dwelling is 
higher in Scott than in any other county. Since the city of 
Daveliport is located here, urban influence is likely to be rather 
pronounced. Consequently, the trends revealed in this analysi~ 
of housing conditions and facilities can be no more than sugges-
tive of what is happening in other counties. 
URBAN ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCES HOUSING STATUS 
Scott is the only county included in the Iowa farm housing 
survey having a large city within its boundaries. Davenport, in 
1930, had a population of 60,751; the suburbs of Bettendorf to 
the east and of Rockingham to the south increase the urban 
population by about 4,000. The townships lying around the city 
of Davenport were compared with the remainder of the Scott 
townships which were included in the housing survey. The town-
ships judged to be iniluenced by their proximity to Davenport 
are: Bettel}dorf, Buffalo, Davenport, Pleasant Valley and 
Rockingham. 27 'l'he average value of dwellings in these five 
:!7 In addition to lying around the city of Davenport these townships have another 
characteristic in common: the average value of dwelling in contrast with value of 
farm land and buildings is relatively high. This is a lso true of townships lying near 
smaller cities in other counties. See later discussion of value of dwelling in relation 
to value of farm land and buildings. 
359 
townships in 1930 was $3,905 and in the other townships sur-
veyed it was $2,880. Data for these two groups of townships are 
given in tables 40 and 41. 
TABLE 40. PERCENTAGES AND AVERAGES FOR CERTAIN ITEMS FOR 1,676 
HOUSES, IN 5 TOWNSHIPS NEAR DAVENPORT AND 9 OTHER TOWN-
SHIPS IN SCOTT COUNTY, 1934.* 
Owners Non-owners 
Items 
Five townships Nine other Five townships Nine other 
near city townships near city townships 
Number of houses 382 527 239 52S 
Brick houses 3.4 4.7 3.8 2.8 
Houses under 10 years 9.9 7.6 7.1 3.8 
Houses, 50 years and 
over 31.4 39.1 47.3 48.5 
Houses of one story 13.4 8.3 11.7 3.0 
Average number of 
rooms 6.7 7.8 6.8 7.3 
Foundation in good 
condition 69.4 65.8 44.8 51. 7 
Screens in good con-
dition 67.5 62.4 51.9 45 .8 
Paint in good condition 42.4 50.1 30.5 45.1 
Interiors in good con-
dition 66.5 65.1 60.7 54.0 
Dining room 81. 7 82.7 73.6 81.6 
Bathroom 32.7 13.7 16.7 19.9 
Storage space for fresh 
fruits and vegetables !l2.!l 80.8 89.1 89.0 
Walks and drives 79.3 71.6 82.0 85.8 
Fences 59.9 83.5 55.6 81.1 
*Averages in hold face type. 
Certain interesting facts stand out. The owner families near 
the city in contrast with those in other townships much more 
frequently have bathrooms, a hand pump in the dwelling, ice 
and mechanical refrigerators and electric stoves. Fewer of 
them, however, have piped cold water or power washing ma-
chines. All the groups are much alike with respect to reported 
condition of the house, piped hot water, flush toilets, electricity 
and kerosene and gasoline stoves. 
The non-owner houses near the city rate below those in other 
townships in the proportion having bathrooms, piped cold water 
and power washing machines. For some things, for example, 
hand pump in the dwelling, and kitchen sink with drain, the 
group near Davenport rates above the other. 
On the whole it seems that the data obtained throw little light 
on why the dwellings in the townships surrounding Davenport 
should be almost one-third higher in value than those in other 
Scott townships. 
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TABLE 41. PERCENTAGE HAVING CERTAIN HOUSEHOLD CONVENIENCES FOR 
1,676 HOUSES, IN 5 TOWNSHIPS NEAR DAVENPORT AND 9 OTHER 
TOWNSHIPS IN SCOTT COUNTY, 1934. 
Owners Non-owners 
Items 
Five townships Nine other Five townships I Nine other 
near city townships near city townships 
Number of houses 382 527 239 528 
Hand pump in dwellinl' 28 . 0 18 . 6 22 . 6 12 .5 
Piped cold water 38 . 7 47 . 6 29.3 41.1 
Piped hot water 21.5 19.5 10.5 9 . 7 
.. ~ 
Unimproved toilet 64.9 53.3 76 .2 67 .8 
Flush toilet 24 . 9 27 . 7 12 . 1 13 .8 
Kitchen sink with 
drain 59 . 4 59.8 47 . 7 39 . 4 
Septic tank 17 .5 20.5 6 . 3 9 . 8 
Cesspool 16 .5 19 . 2 15 . 5 11.9 
Home electric plant 6.5 19 . 9 4.6 10.4 
Power line 53.2 38 . 5 32 . 6 22.9 
Piped warm air, steam 
or water furnace 56 . 0 56.5 36.4 37 .7 
Ice refrigeration 39.3 19.7 31.8 16.9 
Mechanical 
refrigeration 10.2 5.5 6 . 3 1.9 
Power washing 
machine 66 . 0 78 . 9 58 . 6 73 . 7 
Kerosene or gasoline 
stove 58.4 57 . 9 65 . 3 58 . 0 
Electric stove 6.8 3 . 6 1.7 2 . 5 
HOUSING STATUS IN RELATION TO NUMBER OF ACRES 
TILLABLE IN FARM 
In order to throw more light on the influence of farm income 
on the status of houses, farms in Webster County were classified 
by number of acres tillable. Farms of three sizes were selected 
for both owner and non-owner groups, namely, 210 acres and 
over, 150 to 179 acres, those having some acres tillable but less 
than 60 acres. Where the group included less than 120 schedules, 
all were taken. Random sampling was used to select sched-
ules from those groups when all were not included. The houses 
of hired men with no acres under their management were an 
additional group included. There were 36 of these and all were 
included. 
In table 42 are shown the age of house and the number of 
stories for these groups. Houses under 10 years of age most 
commonly occur on farms with less than 60 acres tillable. It 
may be that the smaller farms have more recently been estab-
lished than the larger ones. On these farms there is a fairly 
high proportion of houses under 10 years of age and a fairly 
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low proportion 25 years or more. The largest farms have the 
highest proportion of houses 50 years and over; the proportion 
having houses under 25 years is, however, greater than for the 
farms of medium size. A relatively high proportion of houses 
on small farms and those occupied by hired men are one-story 
structures. ' 
TABLE 42. PERCENTAGES AND AVERAGES FOR CERTAIN ITEMS FOR 630 
SELECTED FARM HOUSES, IN WEBSTER COUNTY, CLASSIFIED BY 
NUMBER OF ACRES TILLABLE, 1934.* 
Acres' tillable 
Items 210 and over 150-179 
Having Bome 
but less than 60 36 hired 
---------
------
--- men 
72 120 120 120 96 66 having 
owners non- owners nOD- owners Don- nODe 
owners owners owners 
------------
---
---
Average number acres 
in farm 298 .7 288.4 170.1 164.7 44.8 45.2 -
Average number acres 
tillable 274.6 263 .5 156.6 155 . 3 29.0 26 .3 -
Brick, stone and concrete 2.8 1.7 0.8 1.7 1.0 3 . 0 5 .6 
Age of house 
Under 10 years 5 .6 8.3 4.2 5.0 12 . 5 15 .2 8.3 
10-24 29.2 20.0 21.7 20 .8 28.1 22 .7 19.4 
;g-!~l~~:r 43 . 1 50.0 60.8 55.8 38.5 42.4 50.0 22 .2 21.7 13 . 3 18 .3 20 .8 19.7 22.2 
Number of stories 
One 2.8 5.0 0.8 1.7 20.8 19.7 19.4 
More than one 97.2 95.0 99 .2 98.3 79 .2 80 .3 80.6 
*Averages in bold face type. 
In table 43 is shown the reported condition of 650 selected 
owner and non-owner houses in Webster County, classified by 
number of acres tillable. The houses of owners on farms with 
150 to 179 acres tillable appear slightly better than those on 
farms of 210 or more acres tillable. The condition of owner 
houses on the smaller farms is decidedly below that of these 
two groups. For the groups analyzed, the condition of the 
houses among non-owners is much the same on medium as on 
large farms; those on farms having less than 60 acres are in 
poorer condition. Houses occupied by hired men are in very poor 
condition. 
For both owners and non-owners the average number of rooms 
and the proportion of families reporting dining rooms, wash 
rooms, bathrooms and basements, on the whole, vary directly with 
number of acres tillable. The decline in bathrooms as acres are 
fewer is especially marked. 
For the most part in each group a greater proportion of own-
ers than non-owners report dining rooms, wash rooms and bath-
rooms. The difference between owners and non-owners is least 
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TABLE 43 . PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES REPORTED TO HAVE CERTAIN CON-
DITIONS FOR 630 SELECTED FARM HOUSES IN WEBSTER COUNTY, 
CLASSIFIED BY NUMBER OF ACRES TILLABLE IN FARM, 1934. 
Acres tillable 
Items 210 and over 150-179 
H aving some 
but less than 60 36 hired 
---------
---
-I- men 72 120 120 120 96 66 having owners non- owners non- owners non- none 
owners owners owners 
------ ------
Foundation 
68.1 45.8 65.0 50.8 57.3 43.9 44.4 Good 
Poor 6.9 24.2 8.3 18 . 3 10.4 25.8 30.6 
Doors and windows 
72.2 47.5 71. 7 48.3 60.4 48 . 5 41.7 Good 
Poor 2.8 7.5 6.7 13.3 9.4 18.2 27.8 
Paint, exterior 
37.5 35.8 48.3 34.2 32 .3 25.8 33.3 Good 
Poor 23.6 23.3 16.7 23.3 22.9 36.4 36.1 
Interior walls and 
ceilings 
58.3 48.3 63.3 55.0 53.1 33.3 25.0 Good 
Poor 15.3 13.3 7.5 14.2 11.5 18 .2 33.3 
Average of "goods" 59.0 44.4 62.1 47.1 50.8 37.9 36.1 
A verage of "POOTS" 12.2 17.3 9.8 17.3 13.6 24.7 32.0 
for those farms having less than 60 acres tillable. (See table 44.) 
The farm income for the owners and non-owners on these farms 
is likely to be more similar than it is for owners and non-owners 
on larger farms. 
The average size of family declines with size of farm, with 
the non-owner families in each case being larger than the owner. 
On the largest farms, hired help may more frequently live with 
the family; there may also be a greater tendency for grown sons 
and daughters to remain at home. 
In table 45 are shown water supply and sewage disposal on 
farms of different sizes in vVebster County. On the large 
farms water is less frequently carried than on the small. There 
is, however, no consistent relation between size of farm and av-
erage distance water is carried. Hand pump in the dwelling is 
not so common on the large as the medium-sized farms, but 
piped hot and cold water is much more common. The percent-
age reporting kitchen sink with drain varies directly with size 
of farm; the proportion for non-owner in each case is lower than 
that of owners. Septic tank or cesspool was reported by 43 
percent of the owners on farms having 210 or more acres tillable 
and by 30 percent of those on farms with 150 to 179 acres tillable. 
Few owners and non-mvners on the small farms have these. The 
house of 1 hired man out of the 36 has a septic tank and 1 has 
a cesspool. 
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TABLE 44. PERCENTAGES AND AVERAGES FOR CERTAIN ITEMS FOR 630 
SELECTED FARM HOUSES IN WEBSTER COUNTY, CLASSIFIED 
BY NUMBER OF ACRES TILLABLE, 1934.* 
Items 
Acres tillable 
I
--H- av- .-·n-g-.-o-m-e-'-.- - -
~d over ~-~ but le.s than 6~ 36 hired 
men 
72 120 120 120 96 66 having 
owners non- owners non- owners non- none 
owners owners owners 
---------1----1-------------------
Dining room 
Having 
Needing 
Washroom for farm help 
Having 
Needing 
Bathroom 
Having 
Needing 
Basement 
Having 
Needing 
Storage space for fresh 
fruit. and vegetables 
Having 
Needing 
Average number rooms 
A veragenumberoccupants 
98.6 
31.9 
1.4 
45.8 
16.7 
95.8 
97.2 
4.2 
8.1 
4.9 
*Averages in bold face type. 
88.3 
5.8 
20:8 
9.2 
20.8 
20.8 
75.8 
5.8 
92.5 
1.7 
7.5 
5.3 
97.5 
22.5 
3.3 
32.5 
20.0 
89.2 
2.5 
96.7 
0.8 
7 .5 
4.2 
92.5 
3.3 
18.3 
8.3 
15.8 
21.7 
88.3 
5.8 
91.7 
3.3 
7 . 1 
4 . 2 
74.0 
7.3 
13.5 
1.0 
8.3 
18.8 
77.1 
3.1 
95.8 
5.2 
6 . 1 
3.4 
74.2 
13.6 
12.1 
10.6 
10.6 
30.3 
68.2 
4.5 
81.8 
9.1 
5.8 
4 . 0 
72.2 
2.8 
8.3 
13.9 
8.3 
27.8 
66.7 
8.3 
86 . 1 
5.6 
5 .8 
4.2 
TABLE 45. AVERAGE DISTANCE WATER IS CARRIED AND PERCENTAGE RE-
PORTING CERTAIN WATER FACILITIES FOR 630 SELECTED FARM HOUSES 
I N WEBSTER COUNTY, CLASSIFIED BY NUMBER OF ACRES TILLABLE, 1934.* 
Acres tillable 
Items 210 and over 150-179 
Having some 
but Ie •• than 60 36 hired 
---- ---------- ------ ---- men 
72 120 120 120 96 66 baving 
owners non- owners non- owners non- none 
owners owners owners 
- --- - - ---------- - ---
Reporting water carried 70.8 92.5 85.0 92.5 95.8 95.5 86.1 
A verage distance water 
is carried 81.5 119 .2 70.6 107 . 4 83.1 94 .2 109 . 7 
Hand pump 
Having 47.2 48.3 57 5 43 . 3 27.1 24.2 44.4 
Needing 1.4 2.5 1.7 5.8 4.2 7.6 13.9 
Piped cold water 
Having 41.7 14.2 25.0 17.5 13.5 7.6 16.7 
Needing 9.7 1.7 5.0 3.3 4.2 12.1 11.1 
Piped hot water 
Having 36.1 10.8 21. 7 10.8 8.3 4.5 2.8 
Needing 9.7 1.7 5.8 1.7 2.1 4.5 8.3 
Kitchen sink with drain 
Having 90.3 72.5 79.2 65.8 47.9 37.9 . 41.7 
Needing 1.4 17.5 3.3 10.8 13.5 22.7 22.2 
Septic tank 
Having 15.3 4.2 15.8 3.3 4.2 1.5 2 .8 
Needing - 1.7 0.8 - 3.1 1.5 -
Ce.spool 
Having 27.8 13.3 14.2 12.5 8.3 9.1 2 .8 
Needing 2 .8 1.7 0.8 1.7 2.1 3.0 2.8 
*Average. in bold face type. 
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TABLE 46. PERCENTAGE HAVING CERTAIN LIGHTING AND HEATING FACIL-
TIES FOR 630 HOUSES IN WEBSTER COUNTY, CLASSIFIED BY 
NUMBER OF ACRES TILLABLE, 1934. 
Acres tillable 
Items 210 and over 150-179 
Having Borne 
but les8 than 60 36 hired 
--------
-----W-I-----W--------- men 72 120 96 66 having owners noo- owners noo- owners DOD- none 
owners owners owners 
----------------
Having home electric 
20.8 5.8 16 .7 5.8 2.1 3.0 2.8 plant 
Power line 
Having 37.5 21. 7 42.5 24.2 27.1 24.2 19.4 
Needing 9.7 12.5 6.7 8.3 13.5 10.6 13.9 
Having stoves for heating 30.6 46.7 36.7 40.0 48.0 59.1 88.9 
Piped warm air, steam 
or water furnace 
Having 53.3 24.2 38.3 23.3 18.8 18.2 11.1 
Needing 4.2 2.5 4.2 4.2 1.0 3 .0 13.9 
TABLE 47. PERCENTAGE REPORTING CERTAIN REFRIGERATION AND LAUN-
DRY FACILITIES OF 630 HOUSES IN WEBSTER COUNTY, CLASSIFIED 
BY NUMBER:OF ACRES TILLABLE, 1934. 
Acres tillable 
Having some 
Items 210 and over 150-179 but less than 60 36 hired 
--------------------
---- men 
72 120 120 120 96 66 having 
owners noo- owners 000- owners noo- none 
owners owners owners 
----
----------------
Ice refrigeration 
Having 15.3 15 .0 20.0 16.7 17.7 21.2 19.4 
Needing 6 .9 8.3 3.3 11.7 7.3 4.5 5.6 
Mechanical refrigeration 
Having 8.3 1.7 5.0 3.3 2.1 3.0 -
Laundry done in kitchen 18.1 30.8 31.7 29.2 53.1 53.0 69.4 
Laundry done in special 
room 31.9 35.0 28.3 39.2 27.1 22.7 25.0 
Having power washing 
machine 83.3 80.8 85.8 80.0 37.5 51.5 41.7 
Having kerosene or 
gasoline B tove 29.2 29.2 34.2 29.2 20.8 28.8 30.6 
TABLE 48. INDEX OF LABOR SAYING DEVICES OF 630 HOUSES OF WEBSTER 
COUNTY, CLASSIFIED BY NUMBER OF ACRES TILLABLE, 1934. 
Index of labor savers 
Number of acres tillable Owner Non-owner 
210 and over 50.3 35.3 
150-179 46.4 34.7 
Having some but less than 63 24.1 24.1 
Hired men having none -- 25.0 
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The proportion having electricity is much the same for those 
on the farms of 210 acres and over as for those having 150 to 
179 acres. The owners on the larger farms, however, depend 
on home electric plants to a much greater extent than those 
on the medium farms. Small farms have few home electric 
plants. 
Stoves for heating vary indirectly with the size of the farm, 
and central heating is much more common on the large than on 
the smaller farms. (See table 46.) 
It is of interest that the percentage doing laundry work in 
the kitchen varies inversely with the size of the farm. (See 
table 47.) This is probably because on the larger farms the 
houses have more rooms. The proportion having power washing 
machines is relatively low for the families on smallest farms and 
for hired men. The size of family for these last groups is smaller 
than that of the other groups. 
In table 48 is an index of labor-saving devices for the owners 
and non-owners on different sized farms. Houses on larg-
sized owner farms are more abundantly supplied with labor 
savers than are those on medium-sized farms. The non-owner 
families on medium and large farms are about equally supplied 
with labor savers. There is little difference between owners and 
non-owners on the small farms. 
For owners the larger and better equipped houses are, on the 
whole, on the larger farms. Only with respect to condition of 
house do owner houses on large farms fall below those on medium 
farms. It may be that during the past few years many of the 
large farms have had more financial difficulties than medium-
sized farms. This may have led to neglect of the house. The 
status of housing and housing facilities for non-owners is much 
the same on the large as on the medium-sized farms. This 
means that the difference in housing is greater between own-
ers and non-owners on the large than on the medium farms. It 
may be that landlords are reluctant to spend any more on the 
house than is necessary to attract satisfactory tenants. Hence, 
even though the large farms yield a higher income, the tenant 
houses are no better for it. It may be also that the large farms 
have had a longer period of tenancy than the medium-sized 
farms. On tenant farms modern improvements are not so likely 
to be installed and depreciation with tenancy is greater than 
with ownership. As a result, tenant houses on the large farms 
are soon much the same as on the farm of medium size. Or it 
may be that the larger the farm the more commercial becomes 
the landlord's interest in it. 
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STATUS OF HOUSING BY NATIONALITY GROUPS IN 
SIOUX COUNTY 
An analysis has been made of the housing of two groups in 
Sioux County classified according to national origin in order 
to determine whether the facts obtained in this survey would 
indicate an outstanding difference among groups. SiolDc was 
chosen because the proportion of foreign-born white, namely 
34 percent, is higher than that in any other county surveyed. 
The predominant national element is Dutch. Schedules were 
sorted into four groups: Dutch and non-Dutch, and these, in 
turn, into owners and non-owners. Samples were selected.28 
In table 49 are shown for these groups the age of the house 
and the condition of certain parts. Of the 185 owner Dutch 
families 45 percent live in houses under 25 years of age. This 
is true for only 31 percent of the 120 non-Dutch owners. The 
TABLE 49. PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES OF CERTAIN AGE AND CONDITION FOR 
669 HOUSES IN SIOUX COUNTY, CLASSIFIED DUTCH AND NON-
DUTCH, AND OWNER AND NON-OWNER, 1934. 
Non-Dutch Dutch 
Items 
120 136 non- 185 228 non-
owners owners owners owners 
Age of house 
Under 10 years 5 .8 5.1 7.0 6 . 6 
10 to 24 years 25 . 0 19 . 9 38.4 19.7 
25 to 49 years 50 .0 61.8 43 .8 55.7 
50 and over 19. 2 13 .2 10.8 18.0 
Foundation 
Good 65.0 49.3 65.9 47 . 8 
Repairs or replace-
ment needed 15. 0 23 .5 17 . 3 25.4 
Roof, good 65.8 62.5 68.1 60.5 
Doors and windows 
Good 65.8 52.2 75.7 53.1 
Repairs or replace-
ment needed 20.8 24 . 3 10.3 23 . 7 
Screens, good 55 .8 47 .8 66 .5 44.7 
Paint, exterior 
Good 36.7 37 .5 53.0 36 . 0 
Repairs or replace-
ment needed 34 . 2 38. 2 28.1 36.4 
Interior walls 
Good 65 .8 54.4 64 .9 53.9 
Repairs or replace-
ment needed 20.0 23 .5 20.0 28. 5 
28 In a preliminary analys is 60 schedules froDl each g roup were selected by random 
sampling. Later, the sample was increased in s ize. The remaining non-Dutch groups 
were small so every other one was included. For the Dutch owners 1 in 4 was selected 
and for the non-owners 1 in 5. 
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former have probably achieved farm ownership more recently 
than the latter group. On the whole, the condition of the house 
reported for the Dutch owner group is somewhat better than 
for the non-Dutch owner group. This might be because (1) 
they have newer houses, (2) because they are better constructed, 
(3) the house is kept up better, or (4) the standard of housing 
condition as a basis of judgment is lower. 29 
For the non-owner groups the reported condition of the house 
for the Dutch is a little below that of the non-Dutch. 
In table 50 are shown the rooms in the dwellings of the 
different groups. A contrast of owner families reveals (1) that 
the non-Dutch group has slightly more bedrooms and. also fewer 
occupants than the Dutch group; (2) that the non-Dutch more 
frequently have dining rooms and basements; (3) that the wash 
room facilities are much the same; (4) that even though the 
Dutch families have newer homes, the proportion having bath-
rooms is somewhat below the non-Dutch group and there is a 
higher proportion of non-Dutch than Dutch expressing a need 
of bathrooms; (5) that more Dutch than non-Dutch report stor-
age space for fruits and vegetables. 
TABLE 50. AVERAGE NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS AND ROOMS AND THE PER-
CENT AGE REPORTING CERTAIN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR 669 FAMI-
LIES IN SIOUX COUNTY, CLASSIFIED NON-DUTCH AND DUTCH, 
AND OWNER AND NON-OWNER, 1934* 
Non-Dutch I Dutch Items 
I 120 136 non- 185 228 non-owners owners owners owners 
Average number of regular 
occupants 4 .8 5.1 5.2 5.0 
A verage number of rooms 
in house 7.8 6.9 7.5 6 .6 
Average number of bedrooms 
per family 
Percentage of families falling 
below standard of three 
4.0 3.6 3.9 3 . 2 
fif t hs of bedroom per 
person 15.8 22.8 20.5 25.9 
Dining room 85.8 69.9 78.9 64.9 
Wash room for farm help 20.8 11 .0 20.5 13 .2 
Bathroom 
Having 33.3 14.7 29.2 7.0 
Needing 6.7 17 .6 2.2 11.0 
Basement 60.8 45.6 49.7 27.2 
Storage space for fresh fruits 
and vegetables 
Having 90.8 82.4 97.3 93.4 
Needing -- 1.5 - 2.2 
* Averages in bold face type. 
20 It is of interest that the enumerators gave an A rating to the judgment of 64 
percent of the non-Dutch owners and to 55 percent of th.e Dutch owners; to 53 per~ 
cent of non-Dutch non-owners a nd 45 percent of the Dutch non-owners . The super-
visor in thi s county is of the opinion that families tended to rate the houses better 
then they are. 
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TABLE 51. AVERAGE DISTANCE WATER IS CARRIED AND PERCENTAGE HAV-
ING CERTAIN SPECIFIED ITEMS FOR 669 HOUSES IN SIOUX COUNTY 
CLASSIFIED DUTCH AND NON-DUTCH, AND OWNERS 
AND NON-OWNERS, 1934* 
Non-Dutch I Dutch Items 
I 120 136 non- 185 228 non-owners owners owners owners 
Water carried to house 46.7 72.8 53.5 77.2 
Average distance water carried 76.6 104.4 106 .9 152 .8 
Hand pump in dwelling 36.7 33.1 43.2 41. 7 
Piped cold water 
Having . 38.3 19.1 36.8 11 .4 
Needing 8.3 13 .2 2.7 9.6 
Piped hot water 19.2 4.4 22.2 4.8 
Kitchen sink with drain 58.3 39 .0 71.4 46.5 
Septic tank 13 .3 2.2 7.6 1.8 
*Averages in bold face type. 
In table 51 are shown the water supply and sewage disposal 
of these groups. Dutch families more frequently carry water 
and they carry it farther than the non-Dutch. The former more 
frequently than the latter have hand pumps in the dwelling and 
somewhat less frequently have piped cold and piped hot water. 
A much higher proportion of Dutch than non-Dutch owners have 
a kitchen sink with drain. Septic tanks are more common among 
the latter than the former. 
Relatively few Dutch owners have a home electric plant, but 
a fairly high proportion have electricity from the power line. 
TABLE 52. AVERAGE DISTANCE TO THE POWER LINE AND PERCENTAGE RE-
PORTING CERTAIN LIGHTING AND HEATING FACILITIES FOR 669 
HOUSES IN SIOUX COUNTY, CLASSIFIED DUTCH AND NON-
DUTCH, AND OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS, 1934.* 
Non-Dutch Dutch 
Items 
120 136 non- 185 228 non-
owners owners owners owners 
Home plant 30.0 6.6 16 . 8 5.3 
Power line 11.7 8.8 22.7 7 .0 
Average distance to power 
line for those not having 2.9 2.7 1.8 2.2 
Stoves 45.0 55.1 38.4 55.7 
Pipeless furnace 10.0 5.9 8.1 3.1 
Piped warm air, steam or 
water furnace 37.5 14 .0 37.3 12 .7 
"Averages in bold face type. 
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The Dutch owner families are, on the average, closer to the 
power line than the non-Dutch owners. This may account for 
the higher proportion having power line connections.30 (See table 
52.) . 
In table 53 is shown the percentage reporting refrigerators, 
cooking and laundry facilities. 
In general, Dutch owners more frequently than non-Dutch 
owners have houses under 25 years of age, and they report their 
houses to be in better condition. They also report slightly more 
conveniences which are a part of the house structure than do the 
non-Dutch owners. 
The Dutch non-owners report somewhat poorer condition of 
house and fewer conveniences than do the non-Dutch non-own-
ers.31 
TABLE 53. PERCENTAGE HAVING CERTAIN FACILITIES FOR 669 FAMILIES IN 
SIOUX COUNTY, CLASSIFIED DUTCH AND NON-DUTCH, 
AND OWNER AND NON-OWNER, 1934. 
I Non-Dutch Dutch Items 
120 136 non- 185 228 non-
owners owners owners owners 
Refrigeration 
Ice 16 .7 11 .8 5.9 2.6 
Mechanical 6.7 0 .7 2.2 -
Kerosene or gasoline stove 57.5 46.3 57.8 50.9 
Laundry 
Where done 
Out of doors 7 .5 14.0 7 .0 11.4 
In kitchen 15.0 23.5 5.9 10 .5 
In basement 29.2 13 .2 36.2 14.0 
In special room 47 .5 41.9 52.9 63.6 
Power washing machine 76.7 71.3 85.9 81.1 
Hand washing machine 15 .0 20.6 11.9 16 .7 
HOUSING STATUS ACCORDING TO STATUS OF LANDLORD 
Differences among non-owner dwellings result partly because 
of the landlord's interest in the farm and the family. In order 
to throw some light on these differences non-owner farm dwell-
ings in three counties were classified according to the status of 
the landlord: (1) those with same surname as occupant, (2) 
those not having same surname as occupant but living in the 
30 The engineer who worked in Sioux County reports that the transmisRion line runs 
through a part of the county where the proportion of Dutch families is unusually high. 
31 A general test of difference between owners in each group and also non-owners 
was made by subtracting the two percentages of f oundation in good condition, piped 
cold water, etc. The means and their probable errors of the differences were deter-
mined. By this test the Dutch owners were in better houses than the non-Dutch 
owners, and the Dutch nOD-()wners were in poorer houses than the non-Dutch non-
owners. In neither case, however, was the difference significant. 
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same county, (3) those not having same surname as occupant 
and not living in same county, (4) life insurance companies, 
(5) banks, mortgage and land companies, ( 6) unknown and 
other. The proportion of farm dwellings owned by these dif-
ferent landlords is shown in table 54. A relatively high pro-
portion of the non-OWllers in Scott and Sioux counties live in 
houses owned by landlords having the same surname as they. 
The proportion of farms owned by life insurance companies is 
relatively high in Story County. 
TABLE 54. PERCENTAGE OF NON-OWNER FARM HOUSES CLASSIFIED BY 
LANDLORDS OF DIFFERENT STATUS IN THREE IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
Status of the landlord Scott Sioux Story 
Same surname as occupan t 25.9* 27.3* 17.3* 
Landlord not same surname as occupant 
but lives in same county 61.4 49.4 47.6 
Landlord not same surname as occupant 
but lives outside the county 6.2 19 .4 17 .3 
Life insurance company 0.4 1.6 10 .8 
Bank, mortgage or land company 4.6 1.4 5.5 
Other or not known 1.4 0.9 1.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
*In 1930 in Scott, Sioux and Story counties the proportion of tenants related to landlords 
was 39.2, 40.8 and 29.4 percent, respectively. 
In table 55 is given the status of non-owner dwellings in Story 
County classified by status of land owner. Where the occu-
pant has the same surname as the landlord, the status of hous-
ing is above the general level for non-owners and for some items 
considerably above, for example, with respect to exterior paint, 
kitchen sink, electricity, walks, drives and fences. The houses 
owned by landlords not having the same surname as the occu-
pant but living in the county appeared to be much the same as 
landlords living outside the county. Dwellings owned by life in-
surance companies appeared to be somewhat better than those of 
the groups just referred to. 32 
In Sioux County the status of non-owner dwellings accord-
ing to the status of landlords is much the same as in Story 
County. Scott County is rather different in that non-owners 
having the same surname as the landlord are, on the wh.ole, 
living in very much better houses than other non-owners. With 
32 There is some evidence that this higher status of dwellings owned by life insurance 
companies is due to improvements made by the companies. Forty·seven farms fore-
closed in Story County during 1931 to 1933 hy life insurance companies and banks 
were identified among the non-owner farmers. The status of these for most items 
analyzed is somewhat below and for some items greatly below the status of any of 
the groups shown in table 55. 
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TABLE 55. STATUS OF HOUSING FOR 300 NON-OWNER HOUSES IN STORY 
COUNTY CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO STATUS OF LANDLORD, 1934.* 
Owners 
------------
All Not Not 
All non- same same 
owners owners Bur- Bur-
Items in in Same name name Life 
county county sur- as oe- as oc- insur-
name cupant cupant ance 
as oc- and and com-
cupant lives in lives out- pany 
same side 
county county 
--------- ------
House under 25 years of age 33 . 7 21.7 13 . 3 14 . 7 18.7 24 . 0 
House over 25 years of age 66.3 78.3 86 . 7 85 .3 81.3 76 . 0 
Bathroom 37.8 17.0 22 . 7 13.3 10.7 16.0 
Condition good: 
Foundation 59.5 38.6 37.3 34.7 37.3 38.7 
Roof 62.8 55.2 60 . 0 53.3 52.0 48 . 0 
Doors and windo'ws 59.5 36.4 46.7 33 .3 33 . :1 38.7 
Exterior paint 33.1 26.1 36.0 20.0 25 .3 14.7 
Interior walls and ceilings 54 . 2 37.7 38.7 38.7 37.3 38.7 
Carry water 
Average distance water carried 
73.5 87.0 88 . 0 90 . 7 96.0 85.3 
(feet) 87.9 105.5 87.3 74.9 149.2 121.5 
Cold piped water 36 . 9 16 . 6 17.3 12 .0 9.3 13.3 
Hot piped water 27 . 1 9.9 13.3 5.3 4 . 0 8.0 
Bathtub 32 . 4 14.9 18 . 7 10.7 12. 0 14.7 
Lavatory 28.4 11 .7 17.3 6.7 6.7 8.0 
Kitchen Bink 70.0 53 .3 69.3 52.0 56.0 50 . 7 
Septic tank or cesspool 37.2 21.3 28.0 18 . 6 21.3 20 . 0 
Electricity 50.3 20 .8 45 . 4 18 .7 13 . 3 17 . 3 
Central heating 32.7 14.4 18.7 8.0 12 . 0 20.0 
Plantings 89 . 0 80.4 85.3 82. 7 74.7 74 . 7 
Walks and drives 70.9 59.6 73.3 50.7 57 . 3 58 . 7 
Fences 70.8 63.9 72.0 66.6 80.0 56 . 0 
*Averages in bold face type; all other figures are percentages. 
respect to certain items their houses are better than the owner 
houses. For example, 44 percent of the owners have piped cold 
water and 55 percent of the non-owners having same surname 
as the landlord; in addition the proportion of these non-owners 
having bathrooms, electricity and central heating, interior walls 
and ceilings in good condition, is higher than it is for the own-
ers.33 
THE RELATIONSHIP OF VALUE OF DWELLING TO THE VALUE 
OF FARM LAND AND BUILDINGS IN COUNTIES SURVEYED 
Certain itt;)ms were selected for more complete statistical analy-
sis. In table 56 are given the correlations which indicate how 
the average value of dwelling per township correlates with the 
average value of farm land and buildings per township.34 For 
33 In 22 out of Iowa's 99 counties in 1930, 37 percent or more of the tenant farmers 
were related to the landlord . The proportion of related tenants is hig her in the west~ 
ern and east central livestock areas than in any of the other areas. 
34 The average value of farm land and buildings and of dwellings w as determined by 
dividing the total reported value by total number of farms. This average for dwellings 
is slightly lower than the actual value, s ince only 96 .5 percent of the farms in these 
10 counties reported value of dwelling. The cen sus does not give by townships the 
actual number of farms reporting value of dwelling. 
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the 154 townships which were surveyed the correlation is fairly 
low. With three exceptions, however, the correlations within 
the separate counties are higher, and in most cases they are 
markedly higher. 
House value in relation to value of farm land and buildings 
per township was plotted for all 10 counties in scatter diagrams. 
Those for Scott and Sioux are shown in fig. 25. Sioux is shown 
because no correlation is apparent. The diagram for Scott is of 
special interest because the influence of the city of Davenport is 
so clearly shown. In the five townships lying around Davenport 
the value of the dwelling in relation to the value of the land is 
unusually high. If these five townships are omitted from the 
county correlation of value of farm land and buildings and value 
of dwelling it changes from a very low to a very high correla-
tion. 
The relatively higher value of dwelling in townships near 
Davenport may be due to extra sources of income apart from 
those affecting the value of farm land and buildings. In addi-
TABLE 56. CORRELATIONS OF AVERAGE VALUE OF DWELLINGS AND AVER-
AGE VALUE OF FARM LAND AND BUILDINGS FOR DIFFERENT 
GROUPS IN THE AREAS SURVEYED, 1930.* 
Counties 
All those surveyed 
All those starred 
Sioux 
Shelby 
Webster 
Webster, not inc1udinl1. Cooper township 
Story 
Mitchell 
Fayette 
Benton 
Benton, not inc1udinl1. Iowa Township 
Scott 
Scott, notinc1udinl1.Bettendorf, Buffalo, 
Davenport, Pleasant Valley and 
Rockinl1.ham 
Madison 
Davis 
Number of 
townships 
154 
130 
17 
15* 
18 
17* 
14* 
16* 
13* 
20 
19* 
14 
9* 
15* 
12* 
Correlation of value of 
dwelling with value of 
farm land and buildings* 
.5113 
.7269 
- . 1242 
.6103 
. 6273 
. 7502 
.5872 
.4220 
.5422 
.7900 
.8294 
.2032 
.8902 
.8450 
. 7876 
These correlations are to some extent spurious since the value of the f~l'm land 
and buildings includes the value of the dwellings. The correlation of the value of 
the farm land and buildings and the value of the dwelling was determined because 
of interest in the regression relationship of these values. 
A correlation of a total with one of the addends can be corrected by the following 
formula: 
rDR= 
rTD - (:~) 
(In this case T = total value of land and all buildings; D = value of dwelling ; 
R = value of land and buildings except dwelling.) U sing this formula the correlation 
of ·value of dwelling and land and buildings except dwelling for the 154 townships 
it is .4630, for the 130 selected townships it is .6873. (The above formula was fur-
nished by A. E. Brandt of Iowa State College.) 
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Fig. 25. Scatter diagram showing the relation of value of dwelling to value of 
farm land and buildings. 
tion, people in these townships may find the farm a very de-
sirable place to live. There may be relatively little tendency 
for the farmer and his wife with advancing years to retire to 
neighboring towns or villages to live. Consequently, a rela-
tively high proportion may look upon their farm house as their 
permanent home. There is another possibility. Farmers living 
near the larger cities may tend to appraise the value of their 
houses on a somewhat higher level than do those in townships 
more removed from urban influences.35 
In other counties the influence of smaller cities is shown in 
the relative value of the dwelling. For example, Cooper Town-
ship, which almost surrounds Fort Dodge in Webster County, 
has an unusually high average value of dwelling; and in Ben-
ton County, Iowa Township near Belle Plaine is much out of 
line with the other townships. When these two townships are 
removed from their respective county correlations, the correla-
tions are markedly increased. 
'1'0 get a general measure of the relationship of value of farm 
land and buildings and value of house in those areas where it 
3. See discussion pp. 358-60. 
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Fig. 26. Reg ression lines showing relation between value of dwelling and value 
of farm land and buildings in 130 townships in 9 Iowa counties, 1930. 
is an important factor, Sioux County .was excluded and also 
those townships in Webster, Benton and Scott which showed 
marked urban influence. For this group the correlation of value 
of farm land and buildings with dwelling value is .7269. (See 
table 56.)36 
The average value of farm dwellings per township cones-
sponding to the average value of' farm land and buildings is 
shown by the regression lines in fig . 26. The heaviest line rep-
resented the selected group already referred to of 130 townships 
in 9 counties.37 The lighter lines present the regression lines 
for the separate counties. 
For these townships the value of dwellings increases about $55 
for every $1,000 increase in the value of the land.38 On the av-
erage in a township where farm land and buildings average 
$20,000, dwellings are valued at $2,212; in one with farms valued 
at $30,000, dwellings are valued at $2,766. In these townships 
30 For this selected group the correlation between means of counties is .7745 and 
within counties it is .7355, when the technique of covariance is u sed. 
37 The regression equation of dwelling in relation to farm value for the 154 townships 
survey is D = .0445F + $1,362. A $1,000 difference in farm value is accompanied on 
the average by a $44 difference in value of house. 
s. The regression equation is D = .0553F + $1,106. 
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a 50 percent increase in value of farm land and buildings from 
$10,000 to $15,000 brings a 33 percent increase in value of house; 
and a 50 percent increase in farm from $20,000 to $30,000 brings 
only a 25 percent increase in value of house. As farm land 
and buildings increase in value the dwelling constitutes a smaller 
and smaller proportion of the total value. For example, on 
farms valued at $7,000, dwellings constitute 21 percent of total 
value, when farm value is $25,000 the dwelling represents only 
one-tenth of its value. (See table 57 and fig. 27.) On a low 
value farm the house is a relatively large part of the total in-
vestment; while on a high value farm even a rather superior 
house constitutes a much smaller part of the total value of farm 
land and buildings. These facts suggest that the demand for 
housing among these farm families is relatively inelastic. 
The standard error of estimate of the regression line for the 
130 townships is $364. This means that there are two chances 
in three that the average value of dwelling estimated from the 
average value of the farm is within $364 of the actual value. 
The standard error of estimate of value of dwelling is consid-
erably lower than the standard deviation, which is $529, which 
means that a considerable part of the variability in value of 
dwelling is due to farm value.39 Much of the variability cannot, 
however, be accounted for this way. 
The level and the slope of the regression lines shown in fig. 
26 are of interest. In Davis County for every $1,000 increase 
in average value of farm, the value of dwelling increases $109. 
This very rapid increase in value of houses in relation to farm 
value may be due to a decrease in land value during the past 30 
years. Shrinkage in land values in this area has been some-
TABLE 57. THE PERCENTAGE WHICH THE DWELLING IS OF AVERAGE VALUE 
OF FARM LAND AND BUILDINGS IN 130 SELECTED 
TOWNSHIPS IN IOWA. 1930. 
Value of farm land and buildings 
(thousands of dollars) 
7 
9 
11 
13 
15 
17 
19 
21 
23 
25 
27 
29 
31 
33 
35 
Percentage the dwelling is of value 
of farm land and buildings 
21.3 
17.8 
15.6 
14 . 0 
12 .9 
12 .0 
11.4 
10.8 
10.3 
10 . 0 
9.6 
9.3 
9.1 
8.9 
8.7 
ao The standard error of estinlate is 68.8 percent of the standard deviation. 
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buildings in 130 townships in 9 Iowa counties, 1930. 
what higher than in other parts of the state, and the dollar 
loss has been greater on the high than on the low value farms. 
This change in land value would tend to increase the average 
value of dwelling in relation to the value of farm land and 
buildings.40 
In Scott County in the nine townships selected, a $1,000 in-
crease in farm value is associated with an $86 increase in value 
of dwelling. The superior non-owner houses in Scott are un: 
doubtedly partly responsible. Where there is a marked differ-
ence between owner and non-owner houses, an increase in value 
of farm land and buildings will tend to be associated with a 
relatively small increase in value of dwellings. For example, 
a $1,000 increase in farm value in Mitchell County is associated 
with a $54 increase in value of house and in Fayette with an 
$89 increase in value of house. In Fayette County the owner 
and non-owner homes were more alike than in Mitchell with 
respect to structural conveniences, such as piped cold and hot 
water, electric power. 
In the cash grain area (Story and Webster counties) the 
value of houses in relation to value of farm land and buildings 
.0 Population decline in Davis County has been g reater than in any other county 
surveyed. In this county the rural-farm population in 1930 is estimated to be only 81 
percent of what it was in 1910, while in Madison County it is 88 percent. and in 
Mitchell 94 percent. 
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is distinctly below that of any other group. The higher pro-
portion of tenancy in this area is no doubt partly responsibleY 
It is probable also that in the cash grain area the value of 
farm land and buildings more nearly represents total invest-
ment than it does in the dairy area, for example. If value of 
house could be contrasted with average farm income over a 
number of years, the difference between groups might not be 
so great as indicated here.42 
THE RELATIONSHIP OF VALUE OF DWELLING TO PROPOR-
TION OF NON-OWNER HOMES IN TOWNSHIPS SURVEYED 
In Sioux there is a very slight negative correlation between 
value of farm land and buildings and value of dwellings. There 
is, however, a high negative correlation between proportion of 
non-owner houses included in the survey and average value of 
dwellings as of 1930. (See table 58.) Sioux has had a high 
proportion of tenancy over a long period of time. It is of in-
terest that the three counties having the highest negative cor-
relation of proportion of non-owner homes and value of houses 
reported the greatest difference between owner and non-owner 
homes with respect to structural conveniences, such as piped 
running water. 
Webster presents a marked contrast to Sioux. In Webster 
there is a slight tendency for the average value of the house to 
be highest in those townships where the proportion of non-
TABLE 58. CORRELATIONS OF AVERAGE VALUE OF DWELLING, 1930, WITH 
PROPORTION OF NON-OWNER HOUSES, IN 8 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934.* 
Sioux: 
Mitchell 
Shelby 
Madison 
Fayette 
Story 
Benton 
Webster 
Counties 
Number of 
townships 
17 
16 
15 
15 
13 
14 
20 
18 
Correlation of value of 
dwelling with proportion 
of non-owner houses 
-.6118 
- .5106 
- .4421 
-.1657t 
- . 1640t 
.049lt 
.1021 t 
.3324 
*The scatter diagrams for Davis and Scott counties showed no indication of a correlation; 
so the calculations were omitted. 
tThese correlations are not significant. 
U The estimated average value of dwellings for Webster and Story determined from 
a multiple correlation regression equation measuring relation of proportion of tenancy 
and average value of farm land and buildings other than dwellings to average value 
of dwellings for the 99 counties in Iowa is higher than the actual average for these 
counties. 
42 The average investment in land, improvements, house. feed. seed crop. machinery, 
livestock and livestock machinery in 1932 was contrasted for 30 farms in Butler and 
Fayette counties and 28 farms in Boone, Story and Webster counties. In the first 
group. representative of the dairy farming. the land, improvements and buildings 
constituted 84 percent of the total average investment; in the second group represen. 
tative of the cash grain farming these constituted 89 percent of the total. These data 
were obtained from farm records secured by the Department of AgrIcultural Economics, 
Iowa State College. 
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owner homes is highest. The correlation is not high; it is, how-
ever, significant. (See fig. 28 for scatter diagrams of Sioux and 
Webster.) 
These correlations of proportion of non-owner houses and 
value of dwelling suggest very different tenancy conditions in 
the various countiesY 
THE RELATIONSHIP OF TENANCY AND VALUE OF FARM LAND 
AND BUILDINGS OTHER THAN DWELLING TO VALUE 
OF DWELLING IN ALL IOWA COUNTIES 
Farm income and tenancy are two major factors influencing 
value of dwelling. In 1930 the multiple correlation of propor-
tion of tenancy and average value of farm land and buildings 
other than dwelling with average value of dwelling was .7199.44 
The standard error of estimate is $257.4 5 When this is con-
43 To more clearly perceive the influence of tenancy on value of dwelling, all counties 
whose value of land and buildings other than dwellings ranged from $18,000 to 
$20,000 (inclusive) were selected. There were 13 of these counties and tenancy ranged 
from 45 to 6Z percent. The correlation of proportion of tenancy and value of dwelling 
was - .7646. The regression equation for this relationship is D = --36.88 T + $4,137. 
For this group counties having 40 percent tenant farms have an average value of 
dwelling of $2,662. Where 60 percent were tenant the average value of dwelling was 
$1,924. 
H A ll data were taken from 1930 census of agriculture . 
•• The regression equation is D := .0863 F - 34.044 T + $2,396. 
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trasted with the standard deviation of value of dwelling, which 
was $367, it would scem that tenancy and value of farm land 
and buildings other than dwelling explain approximately 30 
percent of the variation in value of dwelling. 
It is of interest to note the counties for which the regression 
is a poor estimate. It is poorest of all for Scott County, the 
actual value of dwelling in this case being $853 more than the 
estimated value. In Clinton and Muscatine, one north and the 
other south of Scott, the reported value of dwelling is in both 
cases more than $400 above the estimated. The same is true of 
Bremer, Black Havvk, Clayton and Delaware in the northeast 
dairy area next door to Fayctte. Marshall is the only other 
county with actual value of dwelling $400 or more above the es-
timated. 
For several counties the actual value is much below the esti-
mated. The most notable cases are Monroe and Appanoose. The 
actual value is in each case about $650 below the estimated. 
Thcse are the two most important coal mining counties in the 
state and have a very low average value of farm. 
RELATIONSHIP OF VALUE OF FARM LAND AND BUILDINGS TO 
PROPORTION REPORTING CERTAIN SPECIFIED ITEMS 
In table 59 are shown the correlation between value of farm 
land and buildings and proportion reporting certain specified 
items. It is an interesting fact that there is little or no relation-
ship between the proportion reporting foundations in good con-
dition and the value of farm land and buildings, while there is 
a significant positive correlation of the proportion reporting 
paint in good condition and the value of land and buildings. 
Some reasons are suggested for this difference. In the first 
place, poor condition of foundation is not associated with depre-
ciation of other parts of the house to the same extent as is poor 
condition of paint. The idea is rather widespread that if you 
save the surface you save all. Consequently, those who can 
afford just a little rcpair are more likely to paint than to re-
pair or replace the foundations. F'oundations, furthermore, are 
rather difficult to repair. They are also much more durable 
than paint. Many foundations arc expected to last the entire 
lifetime of the house; at most, they are not likely to be replaced 
more than once. Good condition of foundation is more likely 
to be associated with the age of the house than with the value 
of farm land and buildings. 
It is of interest that the correlation of the proportion report-
ing roofs in good condition and the average value of farm land 
and buildings is slightly higher than the relation of foundations 
in good condition to farm value. A good condition of roof is 
more essential than a good foundation, so if only limited funds 
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TABLE 59. CORRELATIONS OF VALUE OF FARM LAND AND BUILDINGS WITH 
THE PROPORTION REPORTING CERTAIN SPECIFIED ITEMS IN 153 
TOWNSHIPS IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, IN 1934.* 
Items 
Foundation in good condition 
Roof in good condition 
Paint in good condition 
Dining room 
Bathroom 
Water piped hot 
Kitchen sink with drain 
Electric power (either home electric 
plant or power line) 
Stoves for heating 
Laundry done in kitchen 
Power washing machine 
Correlation with value of farm land 
and buildings** 1--------------------------------
Ownert 
.1598 
.2122 
.3352 
.5854 
.5431 
.5487 
.4978 
.5053 
-.5249 
-.6871 
. 7463 
Non-ownert 
.0624 
.1391 
.3603 
.4603 
.2750 
.3093 
.3315 
.3360 
-.4634 
- .6984 
.7353 
*The township of Bettendorf in Scott County was omitted because there were only 4 families 
in the non-owner group_ 
**For 153 cases a correlation of .159 is judged significant and one of .208 is coneidered highlr, 
significant. See H. A. Wallace and G. W. Snedecor, "Correlation and Machine Calculation, ' 
1931, table of t. 
tThe difference between these two sets of correlations is found to be significant. The mean 
of the difference and its probable error are .107 ± .0277. 
for repairs were available they would tend to go to the roof 
rather than to the ' foundation. The rate of depreciation of the 
roof is also higher than for the foundation. 
A tentative conclusion is suggested: the lower the rate of de-
preciation for any part of the house the lower is the correlation 
of good condition to the value of the farm. 
The correlations between the average value of land and build-
ings for farms in the township and the proportion having a din-
ing room, bathroom, piped hot water, kitchen sink with drain 
and electric power are considerably higher than the correlation 
of value of land and buildings with the proportion reporting 
paint, roof or foundation in good condition. This means that 
the proportion having bathrooms, piped hot water, etc., in-
creases more uniformly with increase in value of farms than 
does the proportion of those reporting paint, roof or founda-
tion in good condition. This is perhaps to be expected. Every 
house has a foundation and a roof, and the majority of houses 
in Iowa are painted. No matter what the value of the farm, 
these at some time probably are in good condition. In contrast 
with foundation, roof and paint, bathrooms, piped hot water, 
power lines and certain other things are more likely to be looked 
upon as extras possible only if surplus income is available. 
Hence, their possession tends to be more closely associated with 
farm values than does the condition of the other items. 
The correlations of bathroom, piped hot water, kitchen sink 
with drain and electric power with value of farm are markedly 
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higher for owners than for non-owners. This indicates a greater 
irregularity for non-owners than owners in the relationship of 
bathrooms, for example, to the value of the farm. Two reasons 
for this arc suggested. In the first place, on farms of similar 
value there is likely to be a greater variation in the attitude of 
the landlords than in that of owners regarding the installation 
of these facilities. In the second place, owner homes more fre-
quently than those of non-owners have certain structural con-
veniences, and a large proportion of the houses now occupied 
by non-owners were built by owners for their own use. They 
have become non-owner homes either through foreclosures or 
by the voluntary leasing of the land to tenants. Among non-
owners there is probably a fairly high correlation between the 
proportion having bathrooms and the proportion of houses now 
occupied by non-owners which were built during the past 20 
years by owners for their own use. Foreclosures of the past few 
years have probably lowered greatly the correlation of the pro-
portion of non-owner houses having bathrooms and average 
value of farm land and buildings, since they have forced into the 
non-owner group many people who were making no plans for 
leaving the farm to tenants. Among them are doubtless many 
whose very effort to maintain a high standard of living has been 
a partial reason for loss of ownership. 
The proportion having a power washing machine is more 
uniformly associated with farm values than is any other item 
studied, and the correlation is much the same for owners as 
non-owners. The proportion of owners and non-owners having a 
power washing machine is much the same, 68 and 60 percent, 
respectively. Consequently, any shifting of owners to the non-
owner group would not greatly affect the correlation, and own-
ers who rented their farms could remove this convenience to 
their new homes. Since the washing machine is a movable good, 
its possession by non-owners does not depend upon the land-
lora's willingness to install it. 
lt is of interest to speculate on why the proportion of owners 
having washing machines is more closely associated with land 
values than the proportion having piped hot water. Advertising 
may be partly responsible. Certainly the advantages of wash-
ing machines have been more loudly proclaimed than those of 
hot water. A washing machine is bought in the market in a fin-
ished form. Piped hot water is not so readily acquired. To have 
it, more effort and thought must be put forth by the family. lt 
may also be that conventional standards result in a washing 
machine being more of a convenience than piped hot water. 
Large Monday washings may be more widespread than a daily 
or even a weekly bath for all members of the family. 
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In fig. 29 are the regression lines showing the proportion of 
families in the township having certain facilities according to 
the average value of the farm land and buildings. The propor-
tion having paint in good condition increases much more rapid-
ly with increase in value of the farm than does the percentage 
having roof in good condition. The rate of increase is much the 
same for owners as non-owners. 
In a community where the average value of farm land and 
buildings is $10,000, about 21 percent of the owners and 11 per-
cent of the non-owners are likely to have bathrooms; where 
farm values are $20,000, 30 percent of the owners and 14 per-
cent of the non-owners are likely to have bathrooms. (See table 
TABLE 60. PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES HAVING CERTAIN ITEMS, ON FARMS OF 
DIFFERENT VALUES, IN 153 TOWNSHIPS IN IOWA, 1934. 
Value of farm land Percentage increase in 
and buildings proportion having cer-
------ ------ tain items with 50 per-
Items cent increase in value of 
farm from 
$10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $30,000 
$10,000 to $20,000 to 
$15,000 $30,000 
---
Bathrooms 
Owner 20.5 25.1 29.7 38 . 9 22.3 30.9 
Non-owner 11.5 12.9 14.4 17.3 12.7 20.3 
Water piped hot 
Owner 10.2 14.9 19 . 5 28.8 45.4 47 . 6 
Non-owner 5.2 6.5 7 . 9 10.5 25.4 33.7 
Electric power 
Owner 23.2 30.1 37.0 50.7 29.6 37.2 
Non-owner 10.4 13.6 16.8 23 . 2 30.8 38.2 
Power washing machine 
Owner 47.8 56.9 66.0 84.2 19 .0 27.6 
Non-owner 39.3 48.6 57 . 9 76.4 23.6 32.0 
60.) The rate of increase in the proportion having bathrooms is 
much higher for owners than non-owners. Every 50 percent in-
crease in the value of the farm brings an increasingly greater 
proportionate increase in the percentage having bathrooms. 
It is of interest that the rate of increase in the proportion 
having electric power as related to the increase in the value of 
farm land and buildings, is much the same for owner as non-
owner. Electric power is the one item which is often available 
for household use merely because it is considered profitable for 
production purposes. 
Power washing machines are unique in that a 50 percent in-
crease in value of farms brings a greater percentage increase 
for non-owners than owners in the proportion having them. This 
occurs in spite of the fact that incomes of non-owners probably 
do not increase as rapidly as do owner incomes with increase in 
value of farm land and buildings. The higher rate of increase 
for non-owners than owners can probably be explained by the 
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fact that this is one item that non-owners can provide fo r them-
selves. Owners with a higher income might debate as to whether 
hot piped water or a washing machine should be provided. The 
non-owners are not faced with such decisions. 
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TABLE 61. CORRELATIONS OF VALUE OF FARMERS' DWELLINGS WITH PRO-
PORTION REPORTING SPECIFIED ITEMS I N 153 TOWNSHIPS 
IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
Items 
Foundation in good condition 
Paint in good condition 
Dining room 
Bathroom 
Water piped hot 
Power washing machine 
Owner 
.2042 
.3173 
.4341 
.4914 
.4908 
.6924 
Correlation 
Non-owner 
.1163 
.3609 
.4221 
.4835 
. 4923 
.6396 
THE RELATIONSHIP OF VALUE OF DWELLING TO PROPOR-
TION REPORTING CERTAIN SPECIFIED ITEMS 
The average value of dwelling for all farms in the townships 
has been correlated with certain items as reported in the farm 
housing survey. The correlations are given in table 6]. The 
correlations of the specified items and value of dwelling are 
lower than the correlations of items and value of farm land and 
buildings. This is probably because the average value of farm 
land and buildings for the township more nearly approaches 
the average for the respective groups of owners and Jl0n-OWn-
ers than .does the average value of dwelling. 
In fig . 30 are the regression lines showing what proportion 
of owner and non-owner homes are likely to have bathrooms and 
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piped hot water according to the average value of dwellings 
per farm in the township. For example, in townships where 
average value of dwelling per farm is $2,000, 28 percent of the 
owners and 13 percent of the non-owners have bathrooms, and 
18 percent of the owners and 7 percent of the non-owners have 
piped hot water. 
In fig. 31 is shown the average value of dwelling in town-
ships with a given proportion of owner and non-owner families 
having bathrooms and piped hot water. In townships where 
20 percent of the owners had bathrooms, the average value of 
dwelling was about $2,024; where 20 percent of the non-owners 
had bathrooms the average value of dwelling was $2,500. Where 
20 percent of the owners had piped hot water, the average value 
of dwelling was $2,279, where 20 percent of the non-owners had 
piped water the average value was $2,877. 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PROPOR'TIONS OF OWN· 
ERS AND NON·OWNERS REPORTING CERTAIN ITEMS 
Is a high proportion of owner foundations in good condition 
associated with a relatively high proportion of non-owner foun-
dations in good condition ~ Is a high proportion of non-owner 
families having piped hot water likely to be associated with a 
high proportion of owner families having it ~ The correlations 
of the proportion of owner and the proportion of non-owner 
within a township having certain items are higher than the 
correlations of each of these to average value of farm land and 
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building. (See tables 59 and 62.) In other words, the associa-
tion between proportions of owners and non-owners having a 
kitchen sink and drain, for example, is more uniform than is 
the association between the proportion of owners or non-owners 
having kitchen sink with drain, with the average value of farm 
land and buildings. 
TABLE 62. THE PERCENTAGE HAVING CERTAIN ITEMS FOR 18,789 HOUSES 
AND THE CORRELATION OF HOUSING FACILITIES OF OWNERS WITH THOSE 
OF THE NON-OWNERS FOR CERTAIN SPECIFIED ITEMS FOR 153 TOWNSHIP 
GROUPS, IN IOWA, 1934 
Percentage reported by Correlation of pro 
groups as whole portion of owners 
Items having with propor-
tion of non-owners 
Owners Non-owners by township groups 
Foundation in good condition 61.2 43.3 .4251 
Paint in good condition 36.3 30.3 .5958 
Dining room 79.3 73.2 . 6656 
Bathroom 30.6 14.8 .5266 
Water piped hot 20.4 8.1 .6007 
Kitchen sink with drain 61.1 48 .0 .7993 
Power line 21.0 10 .5 .8544 
Stoves for heating 53.6 68.5 .8170 
Laundry done in kitchen 33.4 40.0 .8720 
Power washing machine 67.3 60.6 .8401 
The higher correlation with each other than with farm value 
is because farm value is only one of many influences that tend 
to make them the same. The type of building material common-
ly used in foundations in the community may account for the 
relatively high correlation of good condition of foundation be-
tween owners and non-owners. Imitation, emulation and other 
social factors increase the similarity of housing status in a com-
munity. 
The average proportion of non-owner houses having power 
line, piped hot water, power washing machine and kitchen sink 
with drain according to the proportions of these in owner houses 
is shown in fig. 32. For example, in townships where 10 per-
cent of the owner houses have piped hot water, non-owners av-
erage 5 percent; where 20 percent of the owners have it, the 
average for non-owners is 8 percent. In townships where 10 per-
cent of the owners have power line, approximately 5 percent of 
the non-owners have it ; and if owners have 30 percent, non-own-
ers average 16 percent. When 20 percent of the owners have 
power washing machines, they are possessed by 16 percent of 
the non-owners; if 80 percent of the owners have them, then the 
non-owners average 70 percent. 
It is of interest that for all of these items shown in fig. 32, 
with the exception of piped hot water, an increase of 50 per-
cent among owners is accompanied by about a 50 percent in-
crease among non-owners. This points clearly to common com-
munity factors which influence owners and non-owners alike. 
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REPAIRS AND IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED 
In order to discover the relative - importance of repairs and 
improvements, families were asked to state what they would like 
to have done if $500 were to be spent in improving their homes. 
The responses are shown in table 63. Water systems came first 
for both owners and non-owners. 
Interior walls, ceilings and floors and bathroom equipment 
came next. Exterior walls, which probably referred to paint, 
came next in importance. 
The same question was asked in regard to the expenditure 
of $250 and $100. In spending $250, people would turn their 
attention first to interior walls, ceilings and floors, and second, 
to a water system, then to exterior walls. In spending $100, in-
terior walls and ceilings again came first, then exterior walls, 
then doors and windows and screens. 
Occupants when reporting on condition of parts of the house 
and whether they had certain facilities, also reported on 
whether repairs or new installation were wanted. The items for 
which need was most frequently expressed are listed in table 64. 
Each item is given a rating in descending order according to the 
proportion expressing a need for repair or new installation. 
There is a great deal of similarity in the frequency of expressed 
need for the different items and the reported use which would 
be made of a $500 budget. There are also many differences. 
Foundations in table 64 come seventh and sixth for owners and 
TABLE 63. HOUSING IMPROVEMENTS DESIRED IF $500 WERE AVAILABLE FOR 18,789 HOUSES, IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
(PERCENTAGES) 
- ------- -
Total I Owners Non- Madison l Mi tChenl Scott I Shelby I Sioux i Story owners Benton Davis Fayette Webster 
Water system 20.2 16.9 22.8 11.7 13.1 10. 2 22.'8 ----w.5 1~ 31.'127:7 "27.6 15.7 
Interior walls, ceiling, floors 15.9 14.0 17.5 7.3 9.3 6.8 15.4 20.1 11.3 24.7 25.4 28.7 10.0 
Bathroom equipment 15.7 14.9 16.4 11.1 14.4 8.1 17.6 15.2 15.1 19.6 21.0 20.7 14.6 
Exterior walls 11.6 12.9 10.6 5.3 8.4 4.2 10.2 12.8 11.1 17.7 20.7 19.1 6.9 
Additional room 10.3 9.3 11.1 5.6 13.4 5.7 11. 5 9.7 5.5 12.1 17.0 14.0 9.3 
Furnishings 8.4 8.4 8.3 5.0 9.7 2.5 6.2 13.0 8.4 11.5 15.2 9.7 3.8 
Doors, windows, screens 8.2 5.7 10.2 2 . 4 . 4.6 3.1 6.1 11.5 6.7 10.1 14.6 17 .7 5.7 
Heating system 8.1 7.4 8.7 8.2 5.2 4.8 10.4 8.7 8.8 8.6 8.7 9.6 7.7 
Lighting system 7 . 7 6.7 8.5 2.9 5.7 3.6 11.4 8.8 9.7 14.2 6.0 7.9 7.4 
Roof 6.8 7.2 6.5 2.1 4.6 2.9 5.6 7.0 8.4 10.1 11.3 12.3 4.0 
Porches 6.8 6.1 7.3 3.5 6.5 3.5 7.1 8.5 4.7 7.1 8.9 14.2 4.3 
Power line 6.8 5.9 7.4 6.2 3.7 2.8 2.7 6.2 6.4 10.7 10.9 9.0 8.2 
Foundation 6.6 5.0 7.9 1.6 5.0 3.1 5.4 7.9 4.1 11. 3 10.5 11.4 6.2 
Sanitary facilities 6.6 5.9 7 . 2 3.6 1.9 2.9 1.3 4.9 11.3 13.9 10.9 7.3 7.2 
Landscaping 5.0 4.8 5.2 2.7 2.7 2.1 6.1 4.9 3.3 7.8 7.7 8.5 3.9 
Laundry facilities 4.3 3.4 5.1 2.4 5.2 1.3 5.1 9.3 1.8 7.2 5.1 4.5 2.4 
Electric home plant 3.7 3.2 4.2 5.5 3.7 4.4 3.5 5.0 0.8 1.6 8.4 2.1 1.3 
Built-in equipment 2.9 2.6 3.2 1.5 3.0 1.3 3.4 3.3 1.6 5.2 4.4 3.3 2.5 
Cooking facilities 2.5 2.4 2.6 1.3 2.5 0 .2 1.9 5.4 1. 5 4.4 4.4 2.7 1.2 
Chimneys 1.9 1.6 2.2 0.7 1.0 1.5 1.8 3.0 1.8 1.7 3.9 3.0 0.9 
00 
00 
00 
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non-owners, respectively; they are twelfth in order in the $500 
budget. Landscaping is relatively higher in table 64 than in 
table 63. Lighting facilities are lower in importance in table 
64 than in table 63. 
Comparisons of this sort are suggestive of the fact that cer-
tain items tend to be overlooked when appraising a great range 
of needs on the spur of the moment. It must be borne in mind, 
however, that data in table 64 are only a measure of the fre-
quency of the need rcported. They do not measure, as the data 
in table 63 supposedly do, the relative intensity of need. 
The findings of this survey, it is felt, are suggestive rather 
than representative, of the people's needs. Families, especially 
in some counties, appeared to be very reluctant to express their 
desire for bettcr housing. The reluctance shown might be due 
(1) to their being satisfied with what they have; (2) to a sus-
. picion that, if they said they needed something, they might 
somehow be obligated to purchase it; and (3) to a feeling that 
there is no use wanting things which they see little or no chance 
of having. 
TABLE 64. PERCENTAGE OF 18, 789 HOUSES REPORTED TO NEED REPAIR OR 
NEW INSTALLATION OF CERTAIN SPECIFIED ITEMS, 
Paint, exterior 
Screens 
Items 
Interior walls and ceilings 
Fences 
Roof 
Walks and drives 
Foundation 
Closets 
Doors and windows 
Bathtub 
Lavatory 
Flush toilet 
Plantings 
Lawn 
Bathroom 
Kitchen sink with drain 
Floors . 
Piped cold water 
Piped hot water 
Cistern 
Exterior walls 
Power line 
IN 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
Owners* 
40.5(1) 
29.8 (2) 
25.6 (3) 
24.8 (4) 
22.8 (5) 
22.3 (6) 
20.2 (7) 
18.7 (8) 
18.6 (9) 
18.0 (10) 
18.0 (10) 
17.3 (12) 
16.9 (13) 
16.2 (14) 
15.7 (15) 
14.7 (16) 
14.6 (17) 
13.5(18) 
12.4 (19) 
11.7 (20) 
10.4 (21) 
10.1 (22) 
Percentage 
N on-owners* 
43.8 (1) 
41.1 (2) 
36.6 (3) 
34.8 (4) 
26.8 (8) 
30.5 (7) 
32.3 (6) 
26.8 (8) 
33.1 (5) 
22.3 (13) 
21.6 (14) 
20.9 (16) 
23.0 (12) 
25.4 (10) 
19.1(17) 
21.5 (15) 
23.7 (11) 
17.2(19) 
14.5 (21) 
18.4 (18) 
16.7 (20) 
13.1 (22) 
*The numbers in brackets are the relative frequency of need. The owners are arranged in 
descending order. 
REPAIRS AND NEW CONS'l'RUCTION 
Very few people report that the construction ofa new house 
in the next 3 years is contemplated. (See table 65.) In view of 
the uncertainty of future farm income this is not to be wondered 
at. Only 1 in 5 was willing to report expenditures contemplated 
.. 
390 
in the next 12 months. The average contemplated expenditure, 
as stated, was $70. . 
Less than $100 has been spent on the majority of homes in the 
past 3 years; only 2.5 of the houses had had repairs amount ing 
to $500 or more. 
TABLE 65. CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIRS REPORTED FOR 18,789 HOUSES I N 
10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934. 
All Owners Non-owners 
Construction of new house 
contemplated next 3 years 1.1 1.5 0.7 
Average number of rooms 
Percentage reporting expenditures 
6.2 6.3 5.8 
contemplated in next 12 months 20.2 22.8 18.1 
Average expenditure contemplated $70.4 $79.4 $61.3 
Improvements made during past 
3 years 
Less than $100 63.0 59.5 65.7 
$100 to $499 15.0 17.3 13.1 
$500 or over 2.5 3.4 1.8 
FINANCING HOME IMPROVEMENTS 
In order to discover farm families' needs and problems of 
financing home improvements, several questions were asked 
concerning local credit and interest rate . About 16 percent of 
the families reported that money was available from a local 
credit source. (See table 66.) Only 11 percent expressed any 
interest in borrowing in order to finance repairs and improve-
ments even if the interest rate were satisfactory and repayments 
distributed over a period of 10 years; and 71 percent reported 
that they were not interested in borrowing for house improve-
ment!G Not all of those expressing an interest in borrowing 
were willing to state the amount that they wished to borrow. 
The average amount desired by those reporting was $712. 
TABLE 66. PLANS FOR FINANCING HOME IMPROVEMENTS REPORTED BY 
18,766 IOWA FARM FAMILIES, 10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934.* 
All Owners Non-owners 
Percentage reporting money available 
from local credit sources 15.3 17.3 13.6 
Percentage reporting an interest in 
borrowing 11.4 13.7 9.6 
Percentage reporting no interest in 
borrowing 70.8 72.5 69.5 
Percentage reporting amount they 
desire to borrow 8.1 9.7 6.9 
Average amount they desire to 
borrow for those stating $712 $787 $628 
Percentage reporting satisfactory 
interest rate 71.0 71.8 70.4 
Average interest rate considered 3.7 3.8 3 .5 
*The conditions were that money was for repairs or improvements; interest rate to be sat-
isfactory and repayments distributed over a period of 10 years. 
46 Enumerators in many cases reported that families would like to borrow to finance 
repair or new construction of farm buildings even though they would not borrow 
for house improvement. 
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A fairly full report was obtained as to what these families 
considered a satisfactory rate of interest. Data for interest rate 
are given in table 67. The most frequent response was from 3.1 
to 4 percent, 45.2 percent of the families so reporting. 
TABLE 67 . PERCENTAGE OF 13,344 FARM FAMILIES REPORTING A CERTAIN 
SPECIFIED RATE OF INTEREST AS SATISFACTORY, IN 
10 IOWA COUNTIES, 1934.* 
Number Percentage 
Rate of 
interest Non- Non-
All Owners owners All Owners owners 
1 to 2 1.395 654 741 10 . 5 11.0 10.0 
2.1 to 3 4,060 1, 801 2 ,269 30.4 30.2 30.7 
3.1 to 4 6,033 2, 609 3,424 45.2 43.8 46.4 
4.1 to 5 1 , 577 775 802 11.8 13.0 10.9 
5.1 to 6 258 118 140 1.9 1.9 1.9 
6.1 and over 11 3 8 0 . 1 -- 0.1 
All 13.344 5.960 7.384 100.0 100.0 100 .0 
*5,422 families did not care to state what they considered was a satisfactory interest rate. 
IOWA HOUSING CONTRASTED WITH THAT IN OTHER 
STATES 
The preliminary reports for farm housing in certain other 
states are now available. Certain facts concerning Iowa and six 
other states are given in tables 68 to 71. Of these states Iowa 
and Maryland are similar in that they have a very low pro-
portion of unpainted frame and very few one-story houses. They 
also have few houses under 10 years of age. The houses in 
these two states have a higher average number of rooms than 
occurs in any other state here reported. 
Nevada is highest in proportion reporting bathrooms, piped 
TABLE 68. PERCENTAGE OF HOUSES REPORTED TO HAVE CERTAIN MA-
TERIALS, AGE AND CONDITION OF HOUSE AND ONE 
-
STORY IN 7 STATES, 1934.* 
Ken- I Mary- I New Ar-Items Iowa Florida tucky land Nevada Mexico kansas 
- - - --- --- ---
Number of houses 18,789 57,200 233 . 300 53,700 3 , 400 31.900 234,000 
---------------------
Kind of house 
Log 0.2 1.2 12. 3 1.2 0 .6 10.0 4.2 
Unpainted frame 2 .8 47 .0 29. 0 7.1 35 .9 21.9 70.0 
Brick, stone or concrete 1.9 1.9 4.0 11.1 7 . 4 13 .6 0 .5 
Age of house 
Under 10 years 5.9 36 .0 18 .0 7 . 1 21.2 23 .8 20.8 
50 and over years 28 .5 5 . 1 23.6 48.8 10 .3 9 . 1 9.5 
One story 10 .7 86 .9 56.2 3.3 81.6 89 .0 93.4 
Condition of house, good 
Foundation 51.2 24.8 51.0 68 .7 40.4 50.8 19.6 
Roof 60 .8 29 .9 46.4 60.3 46.3 34.5 28.9 
Doors and windows 54.0 32.4 46 .3 57.4 51.6 35.4 25.3 
Paint, exterior 33.0 11.2 18.4 25. 7 20 .6 16.3 5.6 
Interior walls 
and ceilings 50 .0 14 .0 42 .9 47 . 4 38 .2 27.6 17.3 
*Except for Iowa these data were taken from press releases of Bureau of Home ECOnOmlC8. 
They are all Bubject to later revision. Data for Iowa are based on actual homes surveyed. 
For the other states the data are an estimate for the entire farm population. 
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TABLE 69. AVERAGE NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS, ROOMS AND BEDROOMS, AND 
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES REPORTING CERTAIN ROOMS, 
I N SEVEN STATES, 1934.* 
Ken- Mary- New Ar-
Items Iowa Florida tucky land Nevada Mexico kansas 
---------
---
------
N umber of houses 18,789 57 , 200 233,300 53,700 3,400 31,900 234 ,000 
---
---
------------
Average number 
of occupants 4.4 4 .4 4.7 4.4 3.8 4 .8 4 . 7 
Average number of rooms 7 . 0 4 .8 4 .8 8.1 4.9 3 . 9 3.9 
Average number of 
occupants per room 0 .6 0 . 9 0 . 95 0 .5 0 .8 1.2 1 . 2 
Average number of 
bedroomst 3 .6 2.6 2 .6 3 . 7 2 .5 2 . 0 2 . 2 
Dining rooms 75.9 59 .4 54.0 85.8 52.4 27.9 39.6 
Wash room for farm help 18.9 21.0 4.9 2.8 5.3 2.9 1.5 
Bathrooms 21.2 25.5 6.3 18 .3 39.4 11.1 3.3 
*Averages in bold face type. 
tAverage number for those reporting bedrooms. 
TABLE 70. PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES REPORTING CERTAIN CONVENIENCES 
AND LABOR-SAVING FACILITIES IN SEVEN STATES, 1934. 
I I Ken- I Mara- I I New Ar-Items Iowa F lorida tucky Ian Nevada Mexico kansas 
---------------
Number of houses 18,789 57,200 233,300 53,700 3,400 31,900 234,000 
------------
---
---
Water supply 
Carrying water 77.6 63.8 89.6 66.9 43.2 80.3 85.9 
Piped hot water 13.6 8.8 3.9 14 . 5 34.7 6.0 1.0 
Kitchen sink with drain 53.8 24.0 8.9 31.5 62.6 16 . 3 3.5 
Disposal of sewage 
Septic tank 7.0 14.0 1.2 4 .4 12 .5 1.2 0.7 
Cesspool 20.0 5.0 1.8 8.6 15.6 11.0 0.5 
Lighting 
Home electric plant 11.7 4.1 2.2 5.2 3.2 3.1 1. 2 
Power line 15.3 18.7 6.5 20 .5 66.2 9.1 2.3 
Heating 
Fireplace '0.8 66.5 63.5 4.1 6.5 12.1 49.2 
Central heating 29.4 0.4 2.7 12. 7 3.8 1.3 0.1 
Refrigeration 
I ce 15.1 43.2 22.5 41. 5 31.8 16.9 12.0 
Mechanical 2.5 5 .4 2.4 3.7 7.6 3.8 1.1 
Laundry done 
ou t-of-doors 14.8 86.7 51.0 36.5 34 . 1 28.5 87.9 
Power washing machine 63.5 3.8 6.0 22.1 29.4 15 .0 1.3 
Kerosene or gasoline stove 49.2 29.4 14.8 41.2 7.4 21.0 3 .8 
Gas or electric stove 2.8 3.5 1.7 3.3 9.9 4.4 0 .3 
hot water, kitchen sink with drain and power line. Iowa stands 
first in central heating and lowest in fireplaces. Mechanical 
refrigeration is r elatively high in Florida and Maryland. Iowa 
is exceptionally high in power washing machines. 
Walks, drives and fences are much more plentiful in Iowa 
than in any other states reported h ere. 
TABLE 71. PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES REPORTING CERTAIN LANDSCAPING 
ITEMS IN SEVEN STATES, 1934. 
Ken- Mary- New Ar-
Items Iowa Florida tucky land N evada Mexico kansas 
---
---
---
------------
Number of houses 18 ,789 57,200 233,300 53.700 3,400 31,900 234,000 
---------------
Lawn established 82.1 33.0 59.1 66.0 28.8 16.5 25.4 
Plantings 78.7 53.0 59.0 72.5 57.9 32 . 3 18.9 
Walks and drives 62.6 24.5 33.4 39.0 22.9 10.3 10.8 
Fences 67.0 50.0 62.8 30.0 43.4 43.4 45.3 
APPENDIX 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FEDERAL CIVI L WORKS ADMIN ISTRAT ION 
Bureau of Home Economics in cooperation with Bureau of Agricultural Engineering. 
Extension Service and Office of the Szcretary 
FARM HOUSING SURVEY 
flouse No. (1) __________________ _ County _______________________ _ 
Date State _________________________ _ 
Township _____________________ _ 
A 
Name of occupanL_________________ Post-office address ____________ _ 
White (2) _____________ Negro, Indian, or other nonwhite (3) _________ _ 
House owned (4) ________ Not owned (5) ______ Name of owneL _______ .. 
Post-office address of owneL ________________________________________ _ 
Total acres in farm (6) _______________ Acres tillable (7 ) ___________ __ _ 
B . HOUSE - GENERAL INFORMATION 
Kind: Log (1) ______________________ Earth (2) _____________________ _ 
Frame: unpainted (3) _________ painted (4) _________ stucco (5) _______ _ 
Brick (6) _____________ Stone (7) ____________ Concrete (8) _____ __ _ 
Age of house: Under 10 years (9) __________ ; 10 to 24 years (10) ______ _ 
25 to 49 years (11)-- _____________ 50 and over years (12) ________ _ 
One story (13) ______________________ More than one story (14) _______ _ 
Size: Total number of rooms (15) __________ Total number of rooms not 
in use at any time of year (16) ___________________ Total number of 
regular occupants (17) _________________ _ 
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C. CONDITION OF HOUSE 
Present Condition Replace-1-----,-----,-----1 Repairs or ment 
alterations or new 
Good Fair Poor needed installation 
needed 
FoundatioI1-____________________ _________________ (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Wails, exterior ________ .. ___________ _ ._._. ___ . ___ (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) RooL ______________________________________________ (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) Chimneys _________________________ _________________ (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) 
Doors and windows ..... _____ .. __ . __________ . (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) 
Screens .... _____________ . _________ (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) 
Paint, exterior _______ .. _____ .. __________________ (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) 
Interior walls and ceilin~-------------- - (36) (37) (38) (39) (40) Floors ________________________________________________ (41) (42) (43) (44) (45) Stairs _________________________________________________ (46) (47) (48) (49) (50) InsulatioI1-_______________________ _________________ (51) (52) (53) (54) (55) 
Replacement of the house needed: Opinion of occupant--Opinion of enumerator-
D . SPACE REQUIREMENTS 
Have now Additional 
room needed 
BedroomB. ___ ______ ...... _____________________ . ___ . __________________________ .... ____ .. __ .. (1) No ____ . (2) No. ___ _ 
r}i~{~~ rr~~~~_-_-_-~~::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::_:::::-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: (3) (5) (4) (6) KitcheI1-________________________________________________________ ________________________________________ _ (7) (8) 
Work room. ____________________ . ________ .. ___ ____ ._ ... _______ ._. ____ ... _. ____ _____ ._._ ..... __________ _ 
Wash room for farm help________________________________________ _ ___________________ _ BathrooIIL ______________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
(9) 
(11) 
(13) 
(10) 
(12) (14) Halls __ ____ ______________________ ____________________________________________________________________________ _ (15) (16) 
Basement ....... ___ .___ .. _ .. __ . _ ........................ . (17) (18) Closets_____________________________ _ ___________________ _ 
Front or side porclL _________________________________ _ 
(19) No ____ _ 
(21) 
(20) No ____ _ 
(22) Back porch _____________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Storage space for fresh fruits and vegetables ___ . ________________________________ _ 
(23) 
(25) 
(24) 
(26) 
E . WATER SUPPLY AND SEWAGE DISPOSAL 
Repairs or New instal-
Have now alterations lation needed 
needed 
Source of water : 
Well, drilled or driveI1-__________________________________________ (1) (2) (3) 
Well, dug or bore<i_______ ________________________________________ (4) 
Spring_____________________________________________________________________ _ (7) 
CisterI1-_________________________ _________________________________________ (10) 
StreaIIL___________ ____________________________________________ _____________ (13) 
(5) (6) 
(8) (9) 
(11) (12) 
x x x x x x 
Water supply for house : Carried (distance (14) _______ _________ ft.)___________________ x x x 
Hand pump in dwelling__ ________________________ ___ ___________ (15) 
Piped, cold-power used ______________________________________ (18) 
Piped, hot--power used ________________________________________ (21) 
x x x x x x 
(16) (17) 
(19) (20) 
(22) (23) 
Sanitary facilities: 
Outdoor toilet (privy): 
Improved__ __ __ _________________ ________ ___________________ ______ (24) (25) (26) 
Unimproved _______ _____________________________________________ (27) x x x x x x 
Indoor: Che.rnicaL______________________________________ _________________ (28) (29) (30) 
Flush_____ ___________________________________________________________ (31) (32) (33) 
Bathroom fixtures: 
Tub____ ____ _________________ _________________________________________________ (34) (35) (36) 
Shower_____________________________________________________________________ (37) (38) (39) 
Lavatory__________________________________________________________________ (40) 
Kitchen sink with draiI1-__________________ _____________________________ (43) (41) 
(42) 
(44) (45) 
Disposal of sewage: 
Septic tank_____________________________________________________________ (46) (47) (48) 
CesspooL ________________________________________________________________ (49) 
StreaIIL____________________________________________________________________ (52) 
Surfac"--_____ __ _____________________________ ____________________ __ ___ ____ (55) 
(50) (51) 
(53) (54) 
x x x x x x 
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F. LIGHT AND HEAT 
Lighting : 
Kerosene or gasoline lamps ........ _______________________ _ Acetylene _____ ____________________________________________ _ 
Piped ga"- _____________________________________________________ _ 
Electric: Home plant___________ _ ___________________ _ 
Power line. ____ .. _______ ..... __ ..... ____ ..... __________ _ 
How far is nearest power line? (Distance (15) ___ ____ __ _____ ______ miles) 
Heating: 
Fireplaces ............... __ .... ___ ..... . __ .... __ ..... _ .... . Stoves _____ ____ _______ ___________________________________ ______________ _ 
Circulating heater _______ _ ________ ___ ___ ___ _ 
Pipeless furnace ____________________________________________ _ 
Piped warm air, steam, or water furnace. __ _ 
Repairs or New instaI-
Have now alterations Iation needed 
needed 
(1) x x x (2) 
(3) (4) (5) 
(6) (7) (8) 
(9) (10) (11) 
(12) (13) (14) 
x x x x x x x x x 
(16) (17) (18) 
(19) (20) (21) 
(22) (23) (24) 
(25) (26) (27) 
(28) (29) (30) 
G. REFRIGERATION, LAUNDRY AND COOKING 
FACILITIES 
Refrigeration : Ice ______ ______________________ 
----------------_.-
MechanicaL ________ 
---------------------_. 
Laundry: 
Where d one: 
Out-of-doors_ 
------_ .. _----------------In kitcheD. _______ ___ 
. __ ........... _------
In basement __ ___________ ______________ ______ 
In special room on Bame level with 
kitcheD. ____ 
Equipment: 
Fixed tubs ______________ 
............. _-........ 
Power machine .. ............................ 
Hand machine ......... 
Cooking facilities: 
Wood or coal stoves ................. 
Kerosene or gasoline stove._ .. 
Gas stove .......... ....................... 
Electric stove _____ 
..................... 
Have now I 
(1) 
(4) 
(7) 
(8) 
(11) 
(14) 
(17) 
(20) 
(23) 
(26) 
(29) 
(32) 
(35) 
Repairs or New instal-
a lterations lation needed 
needed 
(2) (3) 
(5) (6) 
x x x x x x 
(9) (10) 
(12) (13) 
(15) (16) 
(18) (19) 
(21) (22) 
(24) (25) 
(27) (28) 
(30) (31) 
(33) (34) 
(36) (37) 
H. LANDSCAPING OF HOUSE 
Yard: 
Surface drainage away from house._ Lawn established. ______________________ __ _ 
Plantings ______________________________________________ _ 
Walks and drive"--____________________________ __ __________________ _ 
Fences ..................................................................... . 
Repairs or New instal· 
Have now alterations lation needed 
needed 
(1) 
(4) 
(7) 
(10) 
(13) 
(2) 
(5) 
(8) 
(11) 
(14) 
(3) 
(6) 
(9) 
(12) 
(15) 
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I. RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF REPAIRS AND 
IMP~OVEMENTS WANTED 
Were the following specified amounts available for improving your home, what would you 
spend them for? 
House repairs and improvements : 
FoundatioIL. _______ ___ ____ __ ___________ ________ __________ _ 
Exterior walls __ _________________________ _ 
RooL ................................ . 
Chimneys ............ __ ._. __ ... _ .... . 
Doors, windows, screens___ _ _______ ___________________ _ 
Porches ............. __ ........................................ . 
I nterior walls , ceilings, floors ___________________________ _ 
Additional room._ ................................... . 
Water system. ___ _______________________ ________ ____ ____ _ 
Sanitary facilities ________ _ 
Lighting system._ ...... . Heating system ______ ___________________________________ _ 
Bathroom equipment .. 
Laundry.facilities. 
Cooking facilities ____ .. 
Landscaping ___ ...... .. __ 
Electricity: 
Home plant ..... 
Power line _______ ._ .. _ 
Built-in equipment ... . 
Furnishings._ .. ............ . 
$5vO :'250 $100 
(1) (2) (3) 
(4) (5) (6) 
(7) (S) (9) 
(10) (11) (12) 
(13) (14) (15) 
(16) (17) (IS) 
(19) (20) (21) 
(22) (23) (24) 
(25) (26) (27) 
(2S) (29) (30) 
(31) (32) (33) 
(34) (35) (36) 
(37) (3S) (39) 
(40) (41) (42) 
(43) (44) (45) 
(46) (47) (4S) 
(49) (50) (51) 
(52) (53) (54) 
(55) (56) (57) 
(5S) (59) (60) 
J. NEW CON STRUCTION AND FINANCING 
Is construction of new house contemplated w.ithin next 3 years? (1) 
________ If so, number of rooms (2) ________ Estimated expenditures (3) 
______________________ __________________________ Give value of repairs 
or improvements made on the present house during the last 3 years: 
Less than $100 (4) _________ ; $100 to $499 (5) _________ ; $500 and over 
(6) ____________ Expenditure for repairs or improvements contemplated 
within next 12 months (7) $ _______ ls money available from local credit 
sources to finance house construction, repairs, or improvements 
(8) __________ Would you be interested in borrowing money to finance 
construction, repairs, 01' improvements provided interest rate is satis-
factory and repayments can be distributed over a period of 10 years? 
(9) yes ________ ~_; (10) No __________ How much would you desire to 
borrow? (11) $ __________ What would you consider a satisfactory rate 
of interest? (12) __ . __________ . 
REMARKS: 
Value of record assigned by enumerator A ____ B ____ C ____ D ___ _ 
Record obtained from: Man _________ Woman _________ Both ________ _ 
Name of enumerator _______________________________________________ _ 
Record checked by _________________________________________________ _ 
